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INTRODUCTION

- % ‘
. This report is intended.to provide a summary discussion of the Research

foE;Better Schools Career Education Project during its first year of operation.

‘The topics included will be addressed from an evaluation perspective. Qper-

" ational or developmental processes and issues will not be‘discussed at length,
byt reference will be made to their inclusion in other existing documen:f.
lhis report_will cover evaluation activities concluded between %eptemher 1,

' — "

# 1972 @and August 31, 1973.

Program Goals — A

e
. «

The fdllowing have been stated as major Employer Based Career Education

wer 4 \ -
N .

%oale (FY 1974 Operating Plans): . ) -

* 7 1. “First, the project was designed to research the question: to what

extent arge employers willing and ahle.to provide a total educational
. &

experienge for students? .Y

& 4
. . N a

;The'second major project goal involves an effort to develop a

‘_ ‘transportable model of employer-based career edycation for repli-

o 1

catidn in other settings. b ' ,
U‘ ’/(" ' ~r}"
e third major goal involves an overriding project-commitment to

provide a sound educational experience for participating students.
1 . . - ° R .

. 5
~ Within, the contekt of these goals the program was operationalized employing

g .
‘ three principal componeﬁts' Management Systems, Instructional Systems and

Student-Personnel $ystems. The staff responsible for each of thes% components

deveIopedlthe component-specific goils, objectives, activities and procedures

. -
- ]
o~ . .

. yhich'operationally defined each c$mponent and, in sum, characterized the ',

-

prodecx. These specific considerations have been presented in the milestote :




.
no
.

2 . . B i} ! . o - R
IS M Y ’ . *
Series related to each major com$5nent and may be found in collected form is

-

the "Operating Plans" (Juiy 20, i973)¢ - ) °

.The initihl project year goals &;d-oﬁjectiﬁes were orgaﬁized for evdls 32\
1}
uation in'Report 1.1.2 "Evaluation Model for Project Year Qne." For evaluation |

" ' purposes the Instructional Systems Component was divided into Employer Systems

" (including Career E?ploration, Career Specialization, and World of Work éeminar)

and Instructional Systems (including the Individualized Learning Center,

Supplementary Programs, Life Skills Prograné and Psychomotor Programs): This

e

division was made in'recognition of ‘the centrality of employer programs and

the probability that they Yould~exhibit uniqne characteristics. Although tne
evaluatiog'scructure was ngdiffed over the confse of the yéer to reflect chenges
’ in project organization and conduct; the resuitdng configuration of four eval-
‘uation components (Employer, Instruéttonal; Student Personnel and Management)

. may be used as a format for year-end repogfing. ) : -
' 4

¢
The objectives for each of these components, asfleEified in the Eval-

* uation Model, were as follows:

N T

o

" 1.0 Employer\Systems Compgnent ' \

: - 1.1 Employers will extend cooperation su@ficient for the provision

'of career exploration and spegialization.

'y

1.2 Employers will'develog ;n-the qualdty and:quantity of their

-

L

commithent . ) :
A :(‘

1.3 Students w1l learn ‘through their involvement in ‘the program. iﬁ%
*

. -

l.? "A World of Work Seminar ,can be developed‘and conducted with
theﬁobjective of gxoviding an overall view of exploration, p
) . infornation, skills, concerns and issues related to career
‘-,pursuits, as well‘as a forhg fot,student:d}schssion of these
g metters: . —, | 3 } . - . b




<

[ <
B
N . ' . o

2.0 Instructional Systems Componént T, ) D

2.1 Instructional programs caﬁobe developed and admigisterea to

° -

= meet .the’ students' academic needs as 8efined by State’ require- S

ments, Academy requiréments and student interests. ) hd

2.2 Psychomotor programs' can be developed and conducted to meet

L4 o

students' physical needs. . \;

7 R

2,3 A Life Skills Program tan be dévised and conducted to promofe’

v . -

"2 the éevelbpment of skills in iﬁterpersonql gé}ationship§,

. e
) "critical personal values and other dimensio;s fo-be specified

by staff and stugeqtsi N . . . . . .é
. o s
3.0 $;udent'férsénnelasttems Compongnf . »
3.1 A student récof@s system can be developed and ma;ntain;d with
% . ¢ . .
the capa%ilit& of res?pﬁding tg staff and eviluétion needs.
3.2 Student Counselors (Deyelopmeqtal Advisors) will be available
. to advise ;t;dents on caréer,.academlc and pefsonél matters to ) ’
the s}udents' satisfaction'as.they prog;es; through the Academy: ‘.
) 3.3 The Student Personnel S;stem yill'be,able to adequately place
! "students in caréers, post secondary e@ucation or another séc;"
‘ ondary school upon their separation frqﬁ the Academy. o ¢
- ' ) -Q ) e ’
‘4.0 Managemént Systems-Com;onent % ’ . : .

-

. ) . - ’ K *
4,1 The Academy facilities and resources‘will be adequate for staff

L} .,

and student pﬁrboqes. / .
. F 4 S :
4:2'-Th§ Academy, administrative systems will adequately serve staff

N

.. -
.

¢

v
A .

-

énd student needs.

4.3 Students will d veloﬁ positive attitude toward learning,'

. : * .
positive self foncept and positive attitude toward Academy .
. « 2 . . . ' o N

experilences,
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+ These program objectives, as interpreted dnd stated by the.evaluation. e
' ’ - - -
.~ staff, formed the basis for the first year evaluation effort. Their generality
e . T o+ R ' ...... LA i
i e e v
reflects the early stage of component developnient prevalent at‘the beginning
? [} v
. .8 R C ) f
of the first project year. Detailed standards were specified over time, as .* .
. ! . : \
[ o4 . . oy . .
- will be described below.:’ : < . .
' ‘: + . . ‘ L s hd )
. “’%:v . - . v o L
“E: . ; Ty . S 1 B . . .
Evaluation Goals RIS R ' : L
¥ B . e Prad ’
y ‘¥ The initial evaluation goal$ as stateé}%h the Evaluation Model were:
' A NV : e
£ ’y .
. . LN P * I L ’ -
‘ ' 1.0 To develop,.establish and maigtain*@ feedback system which will
< v . : ~ . >
. . LT ™ ' . .
. mcollect&;gtocess and disseminate ipformation on all aspects of
T .o F . ) ) N o ’
. . the project. ) .
':. g . . ) . , . [} . ) R .
. »= i 1.1 This system will be designed to monitor student opinions and
~ 3, . .
RN . £
S, - : & . .
RIS " concerns, refer them to~appropriate project staff and relate
- YO PN , - .u . ’
oy : results to students. ' -
- . >, ’
- “f' 1.2 It will be designed, to monitor staff opinions and concerns, .
. 5 - . . - . . A -f . " .
< ‘ . v R ¢ 4 > *
define suggested changes and disseminate results.. ., -
) : fJ:3 It will be designed~£krnmnitor employer opinions and” concerns,
o S o § ! A . ‘ ‘
. . . - .
' § 3 . refer them' to appropriate staff and relate results to employers.
*, - Al . > * ’ ’ ! !
. 1.4

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

THe system will -also provide symmary data for prog}ess and ..

\ lFrend andlysis during the courég of project year one. ' ' ’: i
1.5 This’informa;ion bank .wifl furth;; be & re;ourCe for sFéff o ‘ ™.
wo;king‘on Indiéidual student or group .problems. l / - \\M///' ﬁ
'o;defiﬁe,'measuré, anély?é and inter;reF project effectsyon ;£$dénts ' Y
ad staff. . . 2 N 4 . |
“y ,AWHQ.IE This effort is aimed at evaluaf&ng the feasibility of emplgyéf— -f
.:;“ o ,  based s;sgems. ) ' | . o ‘ : \

a . . ‘
. . PR .k
v ‘ N
. - .
v

o~




y

/

—

. .
> 3 . - ° P
. ‘ -
. N
¥ W g
- . .

4

2.2 It will further evaluate the effécts ;principally on students)

of the project systems in relation to staff expectations and .
. b 2 . Ty

S Y ‘f‘g
R 93

N . L)

The evaluatidn_system was designed to be developing, aﬂap%iwe and\ﬁesponsive.~‘

>

national or local norms.

> . .

During the first. project ydar. its principal function was‘seen to be that of

a formative agent., The data generated in this pursuit would have summatlve

implicatiop, but the state of the art, especially with regard to instrumen—
. .
! tation would not allow a more than rudimentary summative effort. It was «

i {

. planned that instrument development undertaken during the, first year and‘

3

refinement of evaluation technique would progreqsivelywenable more definitive,

L

: useful and sophisticated evaliiation of ' the Research foi petter Schools model:w

1 o . x
IS . - q —., * . v
'Evaluation Model 2 N ) ’

. ' . N c
The ‘evaluation ,model thus projected an evaluative process which would
S

initially focus on formative issues and gradually develop summative-capability.

-

. The measurement process would further,of neceﬂsity, be initially subgectively”

-
e

based and would proceed toward objectification ’as refinement was possible._ .

B -

It was recognized that the lack of both derivative operational definitions
f

with respect to program objectives*and appropriate prepackaged instrumentat on .
= -

would be serious impediments% It was planned that the developmencaI fo us £f ~

e

the evaluation effort would be in both these areas, while the formativﬁgeval

-~ e ..“/q-"
uation would aim to assess identified elements of prog}am 0perations ang* pro— .

. M 0 Qg '.’
vide feedback for program improvement . It was, planned that formative resul -

. 3

would also providé‘! basis® for summative evaluation. Both formative and 'Sum-
- , . ( . :

mative efforts would draw upon the following sourc33:7f.information3 )

. .. . ' )

1.+ Student questionnaires and .interviews ‘ s




Staff"estionnaires and interviews
LT R

Enployer questionnaires and interviews

-

[N

‘Student background information

Staff background information

Employer background information

)

Measures of student progress i .

.

Observed events measured against objectives

" Observed events measured against established regulatgry criteria

%

Obsgrved .events measured against rational sub'j;ective‘fcriteria
" -‘;" _,‘,

~ra

The instruments (except standagdized tests) and informational form,ats involved

¥\ »,‘ 'y

detailed daseription

w5

2

t 2
all had to be developed -duringe the course of, the year._ :A“

Operations of the Academy for Career Education" (Juned.’f%lQ?B)“-» The data
N R, o sy t

-
. -

B g e N

¥ =
to provide {nformation for program development and 5to‘*ffaueetigé“tex feasibilityﬂ, ;-“%@-

and efficacy issues as. they rélate to program goalé. 3T

%ms ga‘thered were‘ analyzed and presented in a serfes

-

(fifty major \reports is outlined in Appendix A.

A

’ - -
H

. Rep{ort Focus . < e “'\ R w&f
& e
¥ For FY 1973 the eﬁluation processes and prodvfit.*.t:s,g@r

‘

B -::‘f'

Ao
2%

~ -

‘Program. Such -areas as fiscal analysis, replicab

were not considered. to be manageable elements for

¢

m

ot
et o

i

BiA v v providea vy e I8
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(July'ZOQ 1973). The present report ig designed to serve as ‘an evaluation of

- the first year of_hcademy for Career Bducation operations,’based on the
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Evaluation Model (1.132) and the results obtained through its conduct.
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. METHODOLOGY ]
Al .
' . I . C .
"%ubjects - C ) ’ ' ‘ X . v )
. A K ] : . .
.. —p ./

First—year Academy students-were recryited from the eleventh gradei' '

populations of Philadelphia s public (25) and parochial (13) secondary .

'i ©

Schools. These 38 schoolé combined enroll approximately 50,000 students

~

’ 107 students as the final §ample for the first year. Insufficient applicants '

7 ficulties in»constructing a city-wide group of matched Subjects rendered

staff. Another 12 applicants withdrew before the start of classes, leaving

?

in each grade. Newspaper advertising and mailings to school principals and
. “f ')_ + B

. ' ¢ . . ’ A P [
guidance counselors were the media used for information dissemination. The

recruiting process, which was conducted mainly during May and June“l972,

,

resulted in 277,applfcants. Of this number:’216 primary applicants'were

selected by a lottery procedure stratified to achieve an equal ‘sex mif and
/ L N

a sample representative of .the city's geographical distribution of secondary

7 ' N

students. These applicants were all Screened for disabling psychological
L}

R .

*»
- -9
-Yearning or somatic problems. Candidates wére also required to have suc- . b

cessfully completed “their academic studies through the tenth grade curricu- i
- Q’* p
lum. Of the 216 students delected by the lottery, 119- were both, interested

L4

* )

in actually enrolling in the _Academy and deemed accegtable by the screening N

ot vfo &

B I
¢ - h -

) - -
for a randomly constituted stratified comparison group and logisticalndif-

.
)

control groﬁps not possible for the first " year. Thus the total number of % .-

-

subjects involved in the study was 107. 0 ' «soe S <
- . . . T . Ha

¢ The’student group had the following characteristics (for a complete

) 4

. discussion See Evaluation Report 5 1.2 "Characteristics of the Academy Student.

- 4 - LI v e

" . .
Population ) RIS -t !
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N ~_Percent of Students ° ~
Sex | S, : . t
‘ Race Male Female Total :
, . Black .| 24.3 36.5 60.8, ’ ’
\ White 25.2 13,05 f © 383 '
’ { Othdér .9 ! E) .9
[ L3 = v A4
. ~ Total 50.4 49.6 100.0 ¢ . N s

’

A lgge ma‘jlor'ity of studepts previously attended the public schools,.

TYPE OF REMBER OF PERCENT OF . ‘
SCHOOI. . . STUDLITG STUDENTS . . -
1. DPublic’ 78 72.9 ' .,
[} : L y— :
2. Parochial 23, 21.5 e
- 3] ‘ y . ":’
3.+ Private 2 - M 19 -
. 4, Other 0 ‘%‘ - 3.7 +
TOTALS : w07 100.0 A
-~ R 0 PR} . :,’4.",‘/..-‘{':’:
\ \ N ' * . a T
- . R
Most students had average grades of D or lower from their sending S PE
b
schools. Only 18.7% had a B or'higher, and 19.6% had a C average. This ii' o
\ v Y] / + '
is not a refined measure, and grading sysﬁgms differ from school to schogl
) i/ ot -
but these statistics do suggest that Academy students had genetally low;/ ﬁ’
. . ¥ / . ’:,-/’-/« ;
levels of performance in thedr prfvious schools.. . 1 I { /;‘VQ'
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. . ”‘ _CompLete and consistent data on past standardized test scores were not
' available, but partial data suggest depressed performance in this area
- 3 <
: also. A majerity of ‘st'udents placed below the 30th'_p’eréentile.
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A The Ammons and Ammons Quick Tést (QT) of verbal-perceptual intelligence
» A - s A B v
Y T, g
N e yielded @ mean score: nf 96 3i ,yith a range of 56 -to 127 / This indic ed a T
Y A A A g ‘
:ﬁf/l,/r s nid rangé'of ability (as measured by this IQ test) vith a reasonably‘higﬂ|

i ’ ‘,u.

,;/: l{,/, .«//avqéa e., A comparison of'the dfstribution of obtained scoféfE;%;h.

1..\,,_/

those~._

S e ) . fe,
2“;’: . / . g : / R
- 7 somewhaé low* profile*of Scores._ !, --'_"/ . .

E . In summary the group of subjects participating in- the first year of
s ’
k

P L 2.
: ' ; deriyéd from a, norming sample aIso indicated a yelatively normal, though
7 R . i ‘ ;o S
V4 . , /v'/‘ , _,_.'— . - ® < ot "f
/-: /.' o~
)/ - ‘-
o @jademy operatigns numbered 107. A maJority were 16 year-old llth graders -

who had previously atten!éﬁ public schools throughout Philadelphia.. "There
were approximately the same number of Males~and Females, while Blacks out-

numbered Whites by a margin of 3 to 2. Most students had performed poorly

in their sending schools, but haﬂ/close to average 19 scores. This suggests 1

B L "g -
TR

HPRLR that observed low achievement may’be“a performance effect rather than a
Pl -,-ﬁ& 7 P

BT ";phenomenon related to. ability

Reported parental occupation types were

\

7.

g ,ﬁ. ad through most of the categories with many "Unemployed (housewife)

’

‘Lv{ — o

an uUnknovn"ofesponses making generalization difficult «
, . 'I_J {., ‘ v*‘ ‘P '

«f !0'

Ly Other groups pf project participants which must be considered subjects

© .zfu " K

of the atudy in.a different sense were employt rs, staff.and parents.

- (.l' -
v ¥ -y / v

N i, /——\ o \
vl y Empfbyets were éolicited throughout t Philadelphia area by represen-
Tt //

/ e

o ‘;\?3‘

tatives of: Che Greater thladelphia Chamber of Commerce and Research for )
'—‘.:, ‘a /, « - R
ii;‘ Better«Schools. ;0f the.aﬁproximately 70 companies approached for participa-
o tion in tﬁe Aca%emy prograﬁ 46 agreed. Potential employers were inicially

a ‘ ' \

= selected on an,qﬂ 1ibitum basis, but in time vacancies in the ‘cluster

«

v’/\ : .

structure determined what type of firm should be approached. The employers‘/,—/ %
."g:; - participating.duning‘theﬂbest ye%r{are listed by number below along with
- T e X 5 N
LS selected characqenistics“ S - o o , Vo ;
. “ ,‘ , ’ & - E&; '
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Employer Iype of Company ) Employees
1 retail food ‘ 2,000
2 " automatic merchandising - 5,000
3 petroleum products . oo 2,000
4 ' - investment brokers. ° U 75
1% S telephofe communications . 8,300
iéé\\ -investment brokers , .- S ¢ 230
. A banking s 1,500
8 travel agency 10
‘ 9 ‘electrical apparatus manufacture 3,300
N . 10 space re-entry systems 6,000
e 11 advertising . 200
e 12 ) hospital - ) 3,300
) ©.13- government ‘ 2,000
14 travel agency ¢ : 23
15 broadcasting . 200
) 16 legal services 200
4\\\\ ‘17 business representative . 60
i 18 gas products service 3,000
‘ . 19 water. and sewage service 1,600
' 20 banking . 750
21 educational research . 175
T 22 synthetics manufacture ,200
¥ . diversified retailer . } 350
2 ., research & development - ‘ 100
25 ¢ overnment el ’ 160
. 26 ernment . : 100
) \J ° travel agency : - . 1
. 28 diversified retailer 3,500
- 29 government 1,350
. 30 broadcasting . ' 27
31 hostelry Do 450
-32 hostelry ~ 400
33 "investment brokers 100
| " 34, ‘dwess manufacture 400
.35 - insurance 4,520
© L, 36 fplothing'manufaqture 2,000
S 75y “hostelry 900
S 38 . library - S 860
T \39 { publie transportation J/E}SOO
. 40 "- pharnageuticals manufacture 950
- 41 . ., hostelry : 400
&2 /, clo;hing manufacture 400
43 government ' .- 6,000
44 - v, clothing manufacture /ﬂ 900
45 ... pyblisher 1,300
, 46" magazine 30
< : X

-

Profit or

,QNoanrofiq;H

profit
profit”
profit
profit
profit
profit
“profit
profit
profit
profit

.

profit

“non-profit

non-profit
profit .
profit
profit
non-profit
non-profit
non-profit

.. profit

non-profit
profit
profit

non-profit

non-profit .
. non-profit

profit
# profit
non-profit
profit
profit’
profit:
"profit
profit
profit’
_prefit
prefit

nen-profit

non-prbfit
profit
profit
profit

_-non-profit

profit
~profit
profit

As can be seen .the eiployer sample represee;ed a wide variety of

- products- and services.
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Of the 46 firms, 13 (28%) were non-profit aqé\the
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remainder'were establi hed as profit-making concerns. The companies ranged

““ ®
) Q_ in size from 1 employee to 8, 300 employees in the Philadelphya area. The

s

/”\everage size was 2,600 employees$, with 22 under 500 and only 7 under 100.
Eighteen (18) of the employers operated only in the Pbiladelphia region,

while the-/remainder covered a larger area. The total size in, terms of em-

ployees nationwide of the latter ranged from 36 to 1,200,000 with an average

-

of 125,000. Twenty-four (24) of the firms were experienced in educational

3
-

Or, training programs for employees, and 22 had been involved in other programs
, /
for secondary schodl students. A small numbér of employers (8) were re-

N

munerated for their participation; while the large majority were volunteer.
\ »
In summary,,the employers involved in the program were a d1verse»sample

frdm the Philadelphia business community (including government) The firms

° ;
or agencies tended to ‘be large operations with most ‘having organizations which

®

exceeded. the Philadelphia area in scope. Approximately half had previous

*

experience with educational- or training programs. y o

) With regard to staff, Research for Better Schools'persoJLel were

allocated to operational functions as follows: )

1.  ManaBement Systems Component - 1°
2.  Employer Systems Component - 4 ’

3. Instructf%nal Systems Component -~ 4 ’

"4, Student Personnel Systems Component -4

[ 4
A .

o . .
An additionad 13- positions, vere allocated for the development, administrative

I4

and evaluation staffs. Background or characteristics‘data were not collected
. ‘

-

for,sgaff members.
Lo e

No systematic data were collected?op the parents df Academy students.

c-

« An effort in this regard was\intended, but time did not permit its incluj}on.
- /‘
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Treatments

The treatment applied to students consisted mainly of the Academy

[

curriculum. Elemenls of this will be only briefly outlined in the present

report; for a detailed discussion see the Operating Plans (July 30, 1973). .

Instructional activities were conducted by three of the components identified
» -
above: Employer Systems , Instructional Systems and Student Personnel Systems.

¥

Learning activities within the Employer Systems komponent were all

ponducted -at participating employer sites and may be classified as Career

\

Explorations, Career Speciali®ations and World of Work Seminars. The first
two activ%ties involved either individuals or small groups being exposed te

programs developed by the employers and model staff and designed to provide {

>

first hand experience in a particular job, company dr industry., These ac-

tivities generally were. scheduled for four one-day sessions over -the courSe

N

)

” i

of a month, with three related employers, a cluster, pqpvid g instruction*
|
s_offered ac-

for eagh academic quarter. In all twelve clusters of empro

o

tivities during the first year; they were categor{éed as follows+: Communi-

!

cations Finance Government, Health, Logistics Manufacturing, Research, , =~

Sales, Systems, Utilities, Hotels and Motels, and Apparel The World of _ .

" Work Seminars were designed and conducted by the Chamber of Commerce with )

¥

the aim of providigg an overview of the area 1industrial base and the career

L3

opportunitﬁgs gentrated thereby, as well as providing a vehicle for student\\

interaction.concerning their’ employer-based experiences./‘In %ﬁheral, the

activities offered under Employer Systems wege 3?tended to.develop career

6
awareness through direct experience with rekgesentative employers 4n the
[ , ? \ *
Philadelphia community - . .
. Under Instructional Systems students were offered the Irdividualized - "
, ‘ /
Y ,__' :‘.’ >
) \ k|
[ 4 N \c
' . ! s -

*i9




Y = 17.

Y

Learning Center, Electives and Physical Education..1 The basic purpose of the

Individualized Learning Center was to facilitate the attainment of minimum

performance levels (approximately 9fth grade) in Mathematics and Communica-

tions Skills for all Academy'students. This was. to be accomplished through,

the direct provisidn of individualized instruction using commercial materlals

@

/

b
indigenous to the Center as well as.the coordination of pertinent learning S

activities which could completed at other locations within -the program. - -}

Y

Students were assigned Meekly time periods in the Center and placed in cur-~ °

,ricular materials based on their needs as determined by diagnostic tests.

3

The materials included Individualized ‘Learning for Adults, EDL Audio-Visual .

LY ) -

Haterials, programmed grammar texts, advanced mathematics courses and others.

Elective activities were. designed to provide academic instruction comple— .

.‘11

mentary and supplementary to ‘thé basic educational experiences available

through required course offerings. A wide variety of activities which would
. L N .
meet* students needs and interests'were intended. Instructors were solicited

mostly on a volunteer basis, from’ phe Research for Better Schools staff,

participating employers, and other agencies and individuals. Physical edu-

cation activities were designed to‘h‘pvide students with the required mini-
r\ »

mum of two hours per week of physical activities matched to their heeds and

interests. A wide variety of activities Were pursued through area YM(W)CA

and YM(W)HA organizations, neighborhood recreation centers and programs

constructed by Academy gtaff. *

. ;,‘:,v

P ¢
. K"‘ I. -

Life Skills programs were initially included here, but were transferred
to Student Personnel Systems during the second quarteg of operations;

¥

T

S

-l

1

v

for this reason they are discussed under the latter eading id the present

report,

20
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, Under Student Personnel Systems students were offered Life Skills

Exploration and Specialization. Life Skills Exploratio init1ally took the’.

3

‘. -
form of Workshops in Living which eventually evolved into Group-Guidance
. ~

Sessions. These activ1ties were focused on developing self~ knowledge and

skills in- interpersonal relationships. As they evolved  the concept of group

s .

.guidance as a viable form of career guidance gssumed more primacy. Students

were,exposed to generalized career information, career. seeking skikls and
. . ' ‘ o~ f
career-related"'self appraisals. These sessions were pegularly scheduled

-

small group activities. Life Skills™ Specializations were designed to expose

*
-

students. to real life social and psychological issues through on~s1te ex~ -
. ,,
perience with community service agencies and groups. These activities were

s

)

elective. of inStructional value, but in‘an entirely informal Sense, students-

v
were also offered extensive individual Cbunseling within the Student Personnel

Systems Component. . Y

N
!

In summary, students were generall} scheduled for the following weekly

'&' 4 .

‘,"
-4

f

. activities as a requirement of the program. Career Exploration for 6 hours,

¢
World of Work Seminars for 1.5 hours, Individualized Learning Center for 4

hours, Physical Education gor 2 hours and Guidance Gr0ups for 1.5 hours. In

addition, students needed 7 hours of electives to be selected from the follow—
\

ing offerings' Career Exploration and Specialization, Electives and Life
B

2
Skills Specialization. Students were!thud scheduled for a program of approx-

N .

imately 22 houﬁi per week. '
A : o

7
No treatment in the tradrtional sense of the word was applied to employ- -

ers, staff or parents. Their interaction with”the Academy activities and

.

étudents defkned the nature and extent of their experience with the exper—

-4
) ’
- i
. .

«
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‘vo >imenta1 program. In the case of employers _an’ orientation to the program

.

é; qas provided by project staff, a§sistanLe was given in the creation and
e q -t .Q »
conduct of their lea?ning activitigg, and continual liaison was provided

0 - .

by the Eield Coordinators. Each of these three staff‘members was assigned

’

. approximately 10 emplOyers as a "case load;; Since only 10 to 15 different

* employer learnipg activities'“Eke in progr SS during any one lea{nlng cycle,

° % ® R ’ ) ‘ N
> - %
¢ .o

. the amount of attention which could - be devoted by the three Fleld Coordlnatﬁgs
¢ to each employer was - considé%able.- l ’

2 %gentatives'would fhteract and share experiences were also planned.
» Staff were oriented to!the project and their responsibllltles by the

v

Meetings where numerous employer repre-

L d

[N

. “‘supervisors in each component® area, Staff sessions in the form of retreats

¢ -and other meetings were also planned.
. . %

Parents were oriented to the project in\group sessions ‘conducted by the *

.
-
v

'f 'Project Director and individual interview seSsions hith project staff mem-

p ‘ &
W bers. yeetings were also planned during the course of the year.

o
e, . » v
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Instrunents
fhree standardized .instruments selected for adminiStration to co

Academy students. The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills were used to

P

measure perfo;mance in traditional achievement areas (Level 3 Form Q pretest )

Level 4 Form Q posttest). The Test of. Economic Understanding was selected

- to measure knowledge of basic economic concepts (Form.B pretest, Form A

. X«

s . . -

posttest). The Personnal Orientation Inventory was used to"measure af- - 3

@ - /

fective dimensions (1 form).. These instruments are not appended, but are

. further described in the presentation of results below.

1

'Exploration experience. A questionnaire, the "Student Evaluation Report,

.

* The following instruments were devel pﬁd'by the eyvaluation staff for

. .

.was develdbed to monitor student’ att%fﬁaee and opinions concerning all aspects .

-

" of the Academy Program; q&"Student Evaluation Interview Schedule" was also . ‘

P

. ) s e K
developed to gather similar information in a personal interview format. A-
» * '

"Student Questionnaire" was constructed to meaSureWstudent expectations of -

»

the Academy, reasons for enrolling. and general qpinions. Each .of thes§?in§‘
i

' -V\,} ¢

struments was refined and revised over the course of the year based upon the

- N

, uality\of item performance ang the content of program revision.
] w

Thé following instrumentS'were'developed-by the evaluation staff for use

with kthe employers, and are found in Appendix B in their final form The ®
9 ¥ '
"Employer Information Sheet" was completed for each participating emp loyer M .
: Vi ‘

h 4

| ¥ | o . 213
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by telephone_inperview. This provided basic data on the employegg involved

. -~

in the program. A questionnaire, the "Employer Evaluatidn Reportk“ was -

-

develop%d to monitor employer attitudes ‘and opinions concerning the Academy

" program and their participation in it; an "Employer Evaluation Intérview.
N N - - ‘ .
Schedule” was also developed to gathes simif;;-informat§on in a personal

P

interview format. Each of these instruments was refined and revised over

. the course of the year based upon thé quality of item perforﬁhnce and the

. . I3 “

content of program revision.

. '. .\ .
P Only one instrument, the "Staff Evaluation Report," was developed for
use with project staff members. This instrument das designed”to elicit
- . ' . «

staff attitudes and opinioné concerning various aspects of the program, as

& 4

well as to.gather'gasic'data on operational functioning. This instrument

was also refined and revised over the course of the year: .
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are listed below; numbers in parentWSSes indicate thenquarter of initiatlon,

by
s .
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Design : p
s - . . N N . A . .

The Academy ptrogram was offered ‘to partidipating ‘studénts on a quarterly

-

schedule. Each learning activity was designed tgq encompasg, 12 weeks. In-
a

dividual student programs were constructed by students and counselors based '
on expressed interest and evidenced academic need. The generaliZed require-

4
ments consisted of 1 Career Exploration Cluster per quarter, 4 chours of

e

Individualized Learning'Center activities per week, 2 hours per week of
'\‘» [

Physical Education, the Wbrld .of Work Seminars and the Group Counseling

s%ssions (Yoth 1.5 hours). In addition, elecEiges were available in Career

Exploration and Spgcialization, the Electi@es'(Sup?legentary) PrOgram,’and

Life Skills Specialization. Each student was'schedaled for approximately
22 instructignal hours per week. The specific 1earn1gg actiyities available

. gu«u.

the 400, 500 @nd 900 Levels eenstituted the Electives Program. '

’;.z‘

- - : - ~‘.'4 : . ;
10Q Level - ILC English A . , ;
(1) 101 'Basfc ‘$ : e o p :
(1) 102" 1lth ‘Grade R
7 (1) 103 Independent Study : . o ) Y
(3) 104 - English Group : »

*. 200 Level - ILC Math'

(1) Zdi -~ General Math ) / L o
a @) 202 ~ Plane Geometry o -4
M (1)',203,~ Algebra 1 ~
N, 205 Algebra 2
T3 (1) 205 - Trigonometry
.> (1) 206 - Independent Stu&&
(3)7207 - Math Group -

300 L*evei;},- Career Exploration
“ R

T (1) 301 - World of Work Seminar . R R
(1) 302 - Sears . . ot '
(1) "303 Wanamakers . - "
(1) 304 < IRS . . ‘.

7
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300 Level (continued)
® . .

(1).

)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1),
¢}
(1)
(1)
M
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)

305 - Hahnemann . . L

306 - PGW '
307 - GE/RESD .
308 - RBS ° ) s '
309 - WFLN b L '
310 - GE/Swﬁtchgea? " e

311 —’Cantinental Bank o S

312 - Acme e ] * L

313 —
314 -
315 -
316 -
317 -
318 -
319 -
320 -
321
322 -
323 -
324 -
325 -

(1)a326 -

(1)
(1)
(1) 3

(1) 3

(2)
(2)

S (2)

(2
(2)
(2)
@r
(3)
(3)
(3)
e
3
&)

L €4)
v 400 Level

(1) 401

(1)

(1).403

(1),

327 -
328 -

Crestravel .
Marine Corps.Supply ‘ .
Bell Telephone Co: - BT -
Pepper, Hamilton & Scheetz . 3 ‘o
University’ Cgky Science Center -
Gray and Rogers o
Rohm and‘Haas L

Butcher & Sﬂerrerd

INA i ‘
Civil Servigg Commissioﬁ -
ARA"

Philadelphid Public Library
ARCO . . F) .
KYW . ; . 0
Wyeth s ’
SEPTA

Philadelphia Water WOPkS
Cinderella Dresses .

55

331 - Marriott Hotel & Resrnunant : = "\‘ )
332 « PSFS (course) : . . P

I AT

333 - Bache & Company (course)
334 - Ben Franklin Hotel = Cet .
335 - Bellevue Stratford Hotql . "
336_- -Burnham . . " N ’
337 - J. H. -Cohen ) U
33% - Holiday .Inn ’ .

339 -~ Robert Bruce Co. S
340 -.Yarnell . " s
341 - Soowal ’ S e
342 + HEW ¢ ‘ . \ o
3&3 - Chilton & Co.. Y R : v
344 - RQéladelphig Magqgine 7 ;

-—

Seminarsf& Courses/qulish Li?eral Afts
Literature’as Self Expression ;' VB
Continuing English Improvement .,
Applied Imagination «, -
Creativity .

(R

402

(.

404

. »
. - .
- - . ~ ~

. .
“ [P
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. 400 Level (continued) . )
- (1) 405 - Guitar e ‘ :
Y(1) 406 - Art & Design ’
R 5 (1) 407 - Intro to Law, Law I
- o (1) 408 - Afro-American History -
(1) 409 Travel _ L
(1) 410 - Prench A
(1) 411 SpanisH ’
(1) 412 German.
. : (2) 415 - Art & Communication
‘ (2) 416 ~ Law IT_ ‘ .
,, . (2) 417 - Moad Modifiers
(2) 418 - Goumunications - ,
%/ © (2) 419 - Short Story - .
. (2) 420 - self Exploration through Writing
- , (2) 421 - Creative PHotography '
“°  (2) 422 - Social Anthropdlogy .
‘ (2) 423 - Camping, Hiking & Wildlife Management
- (2) 424 - Films
o « (2) 425 Silkscreening, Printing & Blockprinting
. - (2) 427 - Drawing & Painting ' o
(2) 428 ~ You and the Author / §
(2) 429 - Fundamentals of ‘American Law *
(3) 430 - Cultural Anthropology :
(3) 431 - What Makes Sammy Run? N
(3).432 ~ Literature of the Civil War
O .. (3) 333 - Bdsic Drawing . o
., (3) 434 - Introduction to Architecture
* (4) 435 Archaeology * "= .
) . : o ™
500 -Level - Seminars & Courses/Math, Sciences, Business
" > Q) sof SHorthand I : \ '
‘ (1) 502 - Typifg :
. (1),503 Secretarial Procedures '
(1) 504 ~ Statistics’
(1) 505 - Bgychology I
. * (1) 506 ~ Chemistry I ~
iy . . (1) ‘507 - Phiysics I . e
N ™ (1) 508 - Computer Science :
. (2) 509 - Psythology II ]
oo, (2) 510 - Personal Grooming & ‘Professional Modeling 3
- : (2) 511 - Heart & Lungs_ s
b (2) 512 - Muscles & Movement
- (2)>513 - Eating, Using & Excreting
(2), 514 - Procreation L .
SN (2) 515 - Health Concerns of the High School Student
T T (2) 516 ~ Records Management & Office Procedurks
(2) 517 - Business Administration-
(2) 518 ~ Early Childhood Development _: :

Wk - %"
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500 Level (continued)

(2)
(2)
~(3)
(3)
(3)

- (3)

(3)
(3)
(4)

600 Level - Career Specialization -~ I s S

(2)
(3)

(3)
(3)
- (3)
; (3)
(3)
(3)
(3

' 700 Level

B €
L@
- (3)

R E)
)

(3)

(3)
@)
(3

(4)

(4)

(4)

4),
S
W
- (4)
(4)

704

‘715

519 - Keypunch Operation -,
520 - Sewing *

521'- Knitting & Crocheting oo ’

522 - Training & Conditioning
523 - Gefting Your Head Together
524 - .Sex & the Single Student
525 = Weight Control .
526 - Exploration of "Mathematics
527 Getting Your Body Together

i

Lt P N
Myt . <

611 - $ecpgtﬁriah;;,,‘itf§-u-_ o

SOL = Gpbetigeie b Al T
T L0807 E T Medhni s :
¢ )]

603 - Communications ~

604 - Boutique (Sales or Apparel) | )
605 -~ Crestravel (Logistics) - >
606 - Rohm & Haas (Research) .

607 -~ Psychology ‘ . L
608 - Health B ' -

609 - Logistics . ’

610 ~ Law o ..o

L ”’

s
* -
~

Life Sk%lls Eipioeriég.and Specialization -

701" - Workshops in Living SN
702 - Group Counseling Sessions L
703 - Ecology Food Co-o0p - , .
Police Department .’ |
Salvation Army Ddy“Care .Center
Pi. School for;ﬁhe‘géaj’e o
Phila. Center-for'Older People X
Dreuding Nurging Home - . -
Nationaliti&s" Service Center :
Planned Parenthood '

hristian Street YMCA
Phila. Coiivention Tourist Bureau
Whittier Child Care - L
Model Cities: Y -« - "
Allegheny }House 3 3
716 - Court Batl Bond Program
717 - Community Advancement Program

R}

~ “\ ‘e
. L i 1 .
N »

705
706
707¢
708
709
710
711
712
713
714

4
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; AN .
y 800 Le,vel*- Physical Education ‘ '
v (1)' 801 -;ﬁelf DeEerISe PO : '
‘r‘r (l) 892 - Gymnastics . ,"4-'_/.7 — v,
()7 803 - Swimming. ' .. S
) Do N7 (). 804 - Basketbakr - LA '
v ko (1). 805 - Moderi Dance . ‘ T y
=7 (1) 8067 Africamt Dance ~ 0 .
L : (1) 807+ Fencing - A S
. ‘. (1) 808~ Weight Training .
ST (1) 809 1 Exercise
SR ESET L (3)-8f0 - Tennis. ..’ -, - -~ . .
T " (1) 81l - Karate _  _ e~ -~ . . . |
LT Q) B2~ Fitness 17 ¢ - . S
. (1) "813 ~ Color Guard . S
T (1) 814 - Cheerleading\ \ . / SR .
. (1) 815 « Ddneg " T .~ v R S -
. @ 816-Soccer_.h,“ $~ . ! . b
- £1) -817 - Volleyball T SO L IR
(\E 818 - Roller Derby - X T S,
. « . {2) 819 - Julitsu SRR S . .. .
) 7 X2) 820 = Yoga- - . LT : Hoo
: -~ 2(2) '821 - Ice Skating = - . e . : ,
" .4 (2) 822 - Bowling ‘\ . LT
i . (2) 823 - Elaine Powers Figure Salpn C . : o
d ' ‘ (2). 824 - -, Aerobics ° ) " azi
N - {2) 825 - ‘Kung Fu . . . .
s N (3) . 826 - G\eneral Activity . .
CA 1 (3) 827.- Softball : ) : -
2 4. (3) 828 - Cycling: S e P
; 1. (3y.829 - Golf', . - . PRV | R
; I () 830 - Alkido i ', ‘
: ¢ P S . “
. 900 Level - 1sce11aneous\ , .
! I - . . Ve ’
t ,', (1) 901 - Independent Study - Sewing \‘ {_L ' M 3
"k by (f) 902 - 1ndependent, Study - Writing "' . \}
_5 . 6}.) 903. - - Independent Study - Phetography e
i %0 :X1) 904 - .Independent Study - Environment
Pl .. (l)r 905 -'Independent Study - Au\t‘:o, Mechanics .
} ' ? GHY 906 -’ Independent. Study - Drums ° )
] : : ’(2) 907 - yndependent Study - Sogiology of the City
: -.:*.” +,%2) 908 - Independent Study - Macbeth
(2) 909 - Independent Study - Dagce * A
AN -: '.:.'5_'. (2) 910 - Independent Study "~ Auté Mechanics 11 .
P e, (7} 911 ~ Independent Study - .Special Broblems in Psychology -
I , %‘fﬁl - .<(2) 912 - Independent Study - Drux‘hs II .
f\ ' , (4)913 - Independent Study - Business Mith '
| i (4) 914 - Independent Study - Creativity
AR < /7 (4) 915 - Independent Study: =~ ‘Héalth ‘ .
§ o 7 (4) 916 - Independent Study\ - Writing RQsearch Papers ‘ ]
3 ;4‘;; . (4) 917 - Independent Study} History RPN o .
: SV ~ Cobi 29
! ‘:—") / c o8 i.ig ‘
l, ,:9. _" g" : Q‘ L)
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The Individualized Learning Center activities were conducted by the -

N

Instructional Systemsnstaff, The Careep-Exploration and Spec1alizatlon

o -
..4

activities were coﬁducted by‘?articipating employers with the assistance of

i N 3 ®
the Employer Systems staEfu The 400, SOO and '900 level elective courses were'
conducted by volunteers frod‘Research forCBetter Schools, participating em-~
~ w % ' B
ployers and other agencies and individuals f:om the community. The Physical

Education activities were conducted mainly by the staffs of area recreational
' »
facilities. . A1l learnipg activities .were coordinated and supervised by proj-
Qﬁ .. A
‘ect .staff members., Y Lt “

. . P
v e
.’h\ 4 M ' N

Most individual employers repreSEnted one of the three members of-a
Career Exploration Cluster. Each cluster provided learning activities for a

quartér, with each employer offering instruction for one fult’ day in four
14 ~.-" l
consecutive weeks. There were deviations frOm.;his‘ﬁattern ‘but in general
,.-“""“G*—“‘“ "\‘
each employer was active for one mwonth™of each qua{tgr,~~Employéts also ha9

direct involvement wi

quarter of operatiqns. The principal employer—staff interaﬁgioos occurred
. / ;%H
i by hrough the ﬁleld Coprdinators, who oriented employers,\\ssfstegzip employer
e "“

progfam.development and closely monitoredﬂprogram operations. §eyesal general

w.,. e / e 1
sessions and cluster meetidgs\zere also held.

No uniform or structured orienfatiOn or in-service program was applied
Lo « N\ .
to staff members. Their involvement in the student program was, of cobrse‘
. e g- ~
a full-time-ﬁroposition. The operations staff had primary respon91b111ty\£or

N . u\

the on-going Academy activities, while the developmental staff was to. be _b& N

gaged invloqger rangexconcepfualization and research. In fact, this fun 0n%&

k
- ' lf
distinctiOn could not be maintained due to the extreme press of operational..a

' ".'w‘_.




- " &“l .
. ~ |
. ¢ A

’ need& and issues. A staff retreat and Ooccasional general staff meetlngs were

él% to. disseminate information and promote interaction. Leaders within com-

1]
.,

ponents also conducted smaller sessions on a regular basi¥ to keep staff in-

)
“ . >

farmed and working on a common basis.

For a more detailed discussfon of these treatment application activities,

see the milestone serfes in each area, the "Operating Plans" (July 2¢, 1573) ¢

. or pertinent Evaluation Reports (indexed in Appendir'A)

RN ‘ A}

A e ' ~
.

gegarding the collection of information, the standardized tests and
Student Questionnairé were administered in a pretest—posttest design at the
beéinnihg and edd of the academic year by the evaluation staff. The Com-
prehensiye Tests of Basic Skills were administered in special large-group . '
sessions;:the Personal Orientation Inventory and Student Questionnaire were’ .
P : - .

admi Stered in the Graup ' Counseling Sessions; and the Test of Economlc
\

Unde stahding‘was administered in the World of Work Seminars. Results were

apidly fed back:to appropriate project staff for student placement and

<o

S
pProgram development purposes. All data were then coded .and entesed into the
Data Processing SYStem deyeloped over the year for analysis purposes. The

Student and Employer Information Sheet data were collected ‘upon entry into

~ ~'

the program, entered-for data bprocessing and disseminated in evaluyation r. ieres.

.

Ihe following instruments wére indigenous to the present pro;ect, and

.

¢

1' S
onstrated stability, when' a quarterly administration cycle would take effect:

.

T were scheduled for monthly administratton until developed to a point of dem-

Student Evaluation Report, Employer Evaluation Report and Staff Evaluation .

-

Report. All reached a quarterly status by the second quarter, with some

alterations of plan The Employer Evaluation Report proved unworkaole due *

! 3

to the facility with which written response requests may be postponed or

7
> N 3




"by the evaldition staff begfnning second quarter. The written Student .Eval-

29.

-,

1 , h o
)

~ A [ .
mislaid. This instrument wgs \accordingly reworked irto the Employer Eval-

N

vation Interview Schedule for individugl, personal quarterlf.administration

3
uation Report met with substantial non-response, and was abbreviated for

- . P

wail administration second quarter éo a randomly selected half of the student

sample. , This instrument was complemented by the Student Evaluation Interview
v . ' -

Schedule, which was individually administered to the remaining students by
a contﬁﬁcted professional intérviewer beginning second quarter. The Staff
Evaluation Report functioned well as a written-response instrument and zlso

. , »

assumed a quarterly cycle second quarter. The results of these measurement

i

L
processes were disseminated to staff and project subjects involved through

evaluation reports. Data were not entered into the Data Processing System as
./\ / 4

their bulk would not have allowed time for coding and processing given the
small size of the evaluation staff. ) -

The Career Exploration Questionnaire was developed during the year but

retained a monthly'cyc;e since that coincided with the duration of individual

-
-

employér programq,% This instrument was administered by the evaluation staffi

};ii‘\ ' ‘ - ¢ '

in the Group Counseifng_Sessiqns. Results were reported t6 staff in eval-~ .’
[) -

uation reports and to students in"special reports designed for discussion in

the Group Counseling Sessions. These data were also treated manually. ,

4

. . v
For a mofe complete discussion of the instrumentation process, see Mile-

.

stones 10, 11 and 12 "Evaluation of the Operations of the Academy for“Career

Education" ;gpne 15, 1973).

~

The results from all instruments were disseminated to all staff members
P

in the form of the evaluation*!%ports indexed in Appendix A. While these ;'
findings were frequently discussed in the weekly Project Cabinet meetings and

o 22
& ‘ é
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” Ly

5~ 7

I
It is therefore known that all data were available to

project participants,

but’it is not known with any comprehensiveness the manner and extent to

~

« .
which the data were used. It was also not possible to tailor the reports

to different audiences or spend adequate time on deriving consequences and §

-

recommendatlons for program development. These two_limitations diminished

the utility of the first-year evaluation effort.

with individual(staff members, no structured follow-up mechanism was devised.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FRIC o




; : RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

B . q ' . ¢
Data.Analysis L ’
* \
Results are presented in- three sections. The ‘first is a dlscussion of
& .

standardized test results.,

These refltect on the project as a whole, and

identify to what extent progress has been made in traditiodally concgived

’

academic areas. The’seconq Section addresses point—by—point the obJectives

from the Evaluation Plan stated above under "Program Goals"

L4

In this section
the data available are more subjective and diffuse gbut each point is covered

in as diligent a.manner as possible. The last section discusses other

issues which vere not'foymally included in the evaluation plan, but which

"merit attention in this year-end réport.
e i )
Thé major standardized test utilized was the Comprehensive,?ests of

Basic Skills. This instrument was designed to measure performance in the

- cognitive areas traditionally construed as Reading, A;ithme;ic and Language.

Since the item content has no intended coincidence with Academy learning
~

’ -
Sequence content, the instrument is Purported to measure generalized knowl-

edge. ) |

>

During the Orientation Program preceding the first year of Academy
¢ i By N &

operations all attending students (n=107) were administered

v

Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) by the evaluation staff. Due to ahsences -

resented

-

from individual sessions the data available ‘for any one subtest r

6

approximately 100 students. Near "the end of the academic year, during

two special sessions in the middle of June, all attending students weye .

administered an alternate form oflthe CTBS by the evaluation staff.




'analysis because students who missed these subtests in the first session

- «Students. : .

Students, yatching availabls bretest and posttest data resulted in 73
data pairs for Reading and Arithmetic and 57 data pairs for Language and

Total Battery More Reading and Arithmetic* scores were availabIe for ’t\\

were pursued in the second session even though this detracted from the

14

completeness of other subtest.data. This was done because of the perce1ved

’
»

focal importance of Reading and Arithmetic-achievenment. Thus the results b,

on Reading and Arithmetic gains regresent 77% of the Academy student' body,

while Language and Total Battery gains represent only 63% of the Academy

-

Table 1 presents summary results in Grade Equivalent form. As can.
be seen, students'gained on all subtest areas, except Arithmetic]Applications:
with a total mean gadn of 0.54 of a grade level, . Mean gains in ﬁeading
Vocabulary, Arithmetic Computation and Language Spelling were particularly
high. Gains ip Arithmetic Applications were negative (statistically not

:

different), while gains in Arithmetic Concepts and Language Mechanlcs

were particularly low. - -
Table 2 presents summary results in Scale Score form. These gains

were subjected to T-statistic analyses assuming equal but. unkn®wn varilance.

The last column of the table presents the level;of confidence with which

thg mean- gains may be accepted as not ‘due to chapce variation: Although

no acceptable level of confidence was pre—specified, the .90 level is" -

considered reasonable for the initial phases of experimental project analys1s. ’ %’%

Using this criterion all total score gains would be considered reliable.’ -

The following additional Subsist score gains would meet this criterion.’ ‘

Reading Vocabulary, ArithmetidlComputation, Language Bpelling.‘ The

. RE-

s
+
L]




. ‘Table sl

+

Pretest - Posttest Comparisons on the CTBS

in Grade Equivalents

.

>
-~

+ N :
+Variable . Pretest Score Posttest Score

I. Reaﬂipg .

2 A. Vocabulary i . 9.75,

~* B, Comprehension ‘ ¢ » 8.99
C. Total . . 9.37

Arithmetic
"A. Computation
B. Concepts

C. Applications
p? Total

E

Language

A. Mechanics ¢
'+ B. Expression
. C. Spelling

D. Total;

‘ iyf\Total Bagfery

., o

.'Iq all cases for Reading and Arithmetic n—73 for Language and Total Battery

«

n=57. This disparity occurs due.to the decision to admimister Readlng gnd

2
Arithmetio test% at the expense of others due to their perceived

) e »

b
signgficance for the program.

-

greater




} .
e ;Y - . 3. .
. s /
. . TABLE 2
) ~. - Pretdst ~ ﬁ%sttest Comparisons on the CTBS
. - .. )
in Scale Scoresl ) \
A
. ~ ‘
f e . i . .} Confidence
Variable * ) Pretest Score Posttest Score Change Level
) - i~
" I. Reading e ) ‘
A. Vocabulary - 568 597 * +29 .97
B. Comprehension 557- t 570 +13 .80 ,
«~ Total ' 562 {. 582 +20 .90 ‘
II. Arithmetic \
A. Computation 507 532 +25 . =97
v ‘B. Concepts 524 533 + 9 . .73
C. Applications 524 521 ¢ EER .61
D. Fotal - 504 . 525 - +21 .92
. A ’ 3
III. Language ) e .
’ A. Mechanics 542 553, +11 .75
B. Expression 548 - 564 +16 .82
C. Spelling 549 576 +27 *.96 .
D. Total 537 .. . 561 +24 .93
, i} , 2
IV. Total Battery 524 545 +21 90 |
’ \' ?
A k4

#

¢

I. Scale Scores (Standard Scores) enable the use of a single'distribution of

scores for all levels and forms of the CTBS.

For all tests the mean was

established at 600 and the standard de
range from approximately 100 to 900..
statistically,’

2. Confidence Level refers to statistical
findings. A finding with no possibili
would have a confidence level of 1.00.

viation at 100. Possible gcores ]
These scores are the most i&gful -

. -3 N
probability,or the reliability, of
ty of occurrence by chance alone
These confidence 'levels were de-

rived using T tests for predicted differences in one direction.
2 1 -

i
Ll 14 . +
. ‘ L

& -




‘ ~
. their interpretation still remains preblematigﬁ Assuming that available

[y

-

following subtest scy
crﬁterion. Reading Comprehension, Arithmetic‘ﬁoncepts, Arithmetic \
Applications, Language Meéhanics, and Language Expression.

°

+ Although in some respects the data are clearer than anticipated,

[}

L]

. - LA

data were representative, it is clearvthat, in genéral, students progressed

in traditional academic skills during he course of the year. It is also

.

apnarent that some performance areas were tated better than others.
In reviewing this difference by area it seems tha .replicative knowledge
such as gocabulary and cémputation skills wa feeged more positiveiy‘
than interpretive knpwledge gnch'as comprehension and concepts skills. ~
This is not what would be expeeted%gigen the nature of the program; but

it may be due to student type.‘ Reading and Language were also affected
more favorably than Arithmetic. —This nduld be expected given the nature,

ofqt?t program. Theae observations have internal program implications.

5

* L4
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N
The next}task was to investigate thege evidenced gains in terms ‘of how
¢

they reLated to what 'gains might have been expected, apd how they related to
6 | /s »

possiblé predictor, variables. - . - N .

& o b ° ’

In eke absence of comparisoncgroup data and local normative informatiOn

r

(which m&%gbecome available at a later date), national normative data were A

' used 1in an attempt to provide a context for expected gains. Based on year-

" end scores Academy students were on_ the low end of the percentile range

-

for both!Total Population and Large City Subpopulation Norms:‘ . .
. : }
' Test ) " ° Total Percentile Large City Percentile . /
1.. Reading Total ¢ 33 u 35 A L
Zt Language Total P 26 - o 28 | '
" 3. Arithmetic Total ( 200 oy EETRN ° °
4. Total Batteny ‘ 22 ‘ il “ES b - "‘ .
, - . ~ e .

The 25th percentile norming grOup was selected to establish gain score o-

ﬁqﬂ
~ - DAY

w

expectations. First, 1lth &rade gains in terms of scale scores were determined.

-~
- -

These represent the gains actually evidenced ty the’natiOnal‘norming sample'

-

over the”caurse. of a school year. These sgores were then adjusted to account
\ > ‘o .4 ~ '
for test-retest discrepancies on different test forms. Tff adjustment figures“
: <

< ¢ ey

were derived from two-week- interval test-retest data 0n Form Q Levels 3 and é ¢

(data provided by California Test Bureau). The.results in ‘scale scores were

‘ ~ -t

" as follows: “ , ' R ‘ .
. . Expected Exoected Altual 33' ’
\ Test -Gain Gain Adjusted Gain * °©
, .,1; Reading Total 38 Y. 20
2. 'Language Total o ' B } / 24 .
3.  Arithmetic Total - 29 . 15 21,
*4. Total Battety 32 + 0 16 ’ ) 21 "
. , X - ag
—_— y
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e

i
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>

« The Expected Gain Adjusted figures represent the scale Score gains é%idenced ¥

% . - ' @ = i’

by the: 25th percentile-subgrOup of fhe national norming sample adjusted to

g . ’ . ,&3'.

* ‘reflect inter-form differences. The Actual Gain figuresprepresent the mean Y

-

icale score gains evidenced by Academy stud ts. As” £an be 'seen from theSe

0 ’ ¢

comparisons, the Academy students exceeded the expected growth rates in every

N ~

case but Reading Total. This would suggésu that the academic progress’ ex: S

- .

hibited by Academy students was greater than that which would have occurred

. -~ v o200 )
- . N ‘ \ . s . o/, - N
in public school. ° & . ' ! N \<//T“T> '
. - , . ' . e . . N
* . ¢ -

~

Achievement gain scores were also analyzed‘to'determine whether or not*

i

\ -~ [N N '~ .
gains were dependent uppn student chanacteristics° Table 3 presents the”.
‘s

= \'4_ ;P,
results of correratigns involving selected student démographic .and entry :

Ievel charapteristics. ‘Sex group membership showed 1 significant Language

Py

\ Subtest relationship and 2-significant total score relationships. $he\ <

. . ) C /y
iddmplication is that females tended to improve moYe thdn miles’ on/gome ‘language’

?

tasks. Age yiekded only 1 significaht relationship indicating a tendency N

for younger studentsDto gain moge tha£>oldgf/students. Racial group member-
- gy s, M
. ship“was found to{be totally unrelate& to gains. ‘I Q. showed significantly
% g4 N "

positive relationshlps with Reading Vocabulary and’Arithmetic Computation, '

but a negative relationship with Language Spelling freteSt scores yielded

-

P " R 9 . : -\_
ferential effects on studénts as categorized by the variables selected ?,‘Q :
Further ana&yses were preclgged by this. finding This has vgry positive .

' -

implications for the Academy program in that som population subgroups’ are

q,

ey
>
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- Table 3
G ' ‘ o » »
Correlations Between Achievement Gains N
. .and Selected Studetﬁ Characteristics '
- )
aracteristics . i ", y .
Gain Scores . 1 Sex, ,-y.%e j_Race I Q - Pretest
L. Reading /
LI /. B ,
A. Vocabylary * ' S .03 /-7 -.o04 29K 20Kk
B. Comprehension - -.03 -.12 -.01 -.01 -.33%%
c. TOtal ) N 0001 "'02‘2 000 018 007 e
II. Arithmetic i :
.02 -.16 -.10 .26% -.11
-.15 =.27%% ~.11 .19 ~.04
-.09 ° -.,02, -.13 -.10 .15 * .
-.04 -.20 -« -.07 .22 -.17 -
Tmpaiepmnre.. .
II. Lm;uag% - - .
. A. Mechanics @“’ -.27% .25. .18 .05 ' 32% ¢
B. Expression Rl 202 - .00 .00 .16 =.01 .
C. Spelling -.18% .25 a8 LGbkk S gLk
D. Total ~-.29% .24 13 = .02 -.22
N
‘ ] i
' = ! ; i —~— L
7 ) N . g@b . < ‘, \._\-
* p.<.05 where R(X,Y) > .23 (df = 70) and .26 (df = 55) N4 T
** p.<.01 where R(X,Y)'s .27 (df = 70) and .34 (df = 55) Ll
. . ST Ry
In cases where variable scores were categorical rather than scaled RIS ‘
(sex and race)artificial dighotemous variables (X or not X) Were e L
established for analytic ‘pgrpoées. Correlation figures are rep?rft‘:‘e_d ﬂ - ]
. for one category only, indicating a pbdsitive or negative favoring of _-".:vé.--\ «
that category. ’ . " S
, . . R )’1'-7
- N /'/f - ’I . 1’
) EY ) i41
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apparently not favored over others withqregard to what theyimay be eﬁpécted

( » .

to gain from the program. Further the negative relational ‘tendency evidenced

. BN .
by pretest scores aould indicate that, at least in several aﬂeas, the students .{/
. B 4
who need it-the most are gaining more. ’ St ' R

’
- s M

E S
Another variable thdt was posited as having an effect on academic(pfogress
~ . J

was sfudent attendance. Tables 4, 5, and 6 present the correlations of at-
tendance data by course and quarter with achievement gain scores. -It' is

apparent from shese analyses that course attendance bore no consisteng re-

. lationship with standardized test gains, The persistent lack of significant

g

relationshiﬁ%his area s striking but not enigmatic\ As discussed in

numerous evaluation reports the attendancL data itself cannot be cons1dered
» .
relfable, and chance variation here could obscure relationships. It is also~
3
possible that attendance variations only in extremes would haVe facilitating

or debilitating effects on the program's capability to produce gains.’ The / }f

f...

various hypotheses suggested by,these data will be the topics of analyses

during FY 1974. -

In summary, it can be stated that Academy students gained in most tta-if
/ ) Yy

7

ditional academic skills through a non—traditi“nal curricular experience. ﬁ

Acﬂ evement gains measured by the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills seemed
v - |
to be both statistically reliable and practically significant. The availabildty

?
of comparison group data and normative group data would permit, the drawing of

conclusions with more directness and clarity.
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by X Table 4 . .o : :
o Y ! : ¢ . . T ’
P 3 \ R v ¢ T - LT
Yoy ¢ : ‘- -
', ! Cogrelations Between Achievement Gains .

R . 2 = -
.~3 : T— ! , , B
T . ILc- ILe ‘ ,CE‘/ ‘CE.."" e ,,,-/
Sepl g | English . "Math WOWS...- /. 1 472 3 7 WIL \
T, I~--Rea’d“ing // /:-: /,,‘;-/'_/‘ — S - - : .

,A~. “Vocabulary e iy NEL R o -'29 10 -.06 .14
Cempsehenszion T 0677208 - <0900 SA05 -8 .09 -.04
~Total . o= 17-.08° .2 060 2103, ;.20 .01 .07 .07

\
N
+ *
-
-

AN = _:‘ ) . -~ ) « B

. A \Ctﬁﬁgux:ation 4,502 .03 0307 .12 .14 .16 .09
ncqncgia‘ts . =0 . .00 7 <02 00 .00 -.12 .08
Appliém:ion,s =92 =02 .01, -.05 .00 -.13 -.01

CJOW

TosaF L. 0 b woz7 .2V o0 do7 0 12 o9 - .
Language_. ; ’ ' N

N Al Mechanics™ N .32 Sl T 06T .05 <.02 <09 .26% |/,
B. Expression . | -.03°. _ .02 JA1 0 -,07 “11 .18 .16 H "Z
C. Spelling .20 v.20 - .08 50 .05 12 L2 [0S
D.- Total s “fo.23 7422 (12 . .09 -
IV. Total Battery 7
- 6 “4;'
I v a4

% p.< .05 where R(X, 05 .23 (df 70) and .26 (df = 55) = | s

. ) s
. *k p < .01 where R(X,Y) s .27 (df = 70) and .34 (df = 55) ’ [ S

ILC - Individyalized Learning Center ) o ' <

WOWS - Worid of Work Seminars.' "" : -
- . CE -‘Career Exploration : '\x,'-

WIL - Workshqps in Living A , !

‘ - -‘g‘%&l'” N . . . .
; ) L i s B

‘ N N . . 3 : ] N o . ¢

: . o Q\ . . , ! . .
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- Table 5 K
. = * | ..
e B - Correlations Between Achievement‘_‘GNains
LT ' and Second Quarter Attendance »
S : | : -
- — — : . Vi
T Courses 10 ILC © ILC * CE CE: CE i
. Gain Scores English  Math WOWS 1 2 73 vl
s : —
. § I. Reading . ‘ ) P
4 . . -, ‘.w'
A. Vocabulary .15 .14 -.17 \QL_\ ¥03 L5 “ <11
B. Comprehension -.15 -.13 -.10 -.01 5207 -.07 05
\ C. Total £.02 -.02 .01 02 .16 -.02 04
N : La
11, Arithmetic ;
. ‘ .. . o9
A. Computation .17 .17 .02 .09 .13 .08 .16
B. Concepts .01 .ol -.09 -.02 -.02 .06 .03
C. Applications -.07 -.09 ~.06 - -.03 -.07 -.02 .02
D. Total .15 .14 -.03 .04 .09 A3° 012
7] = : :
: III. -Languag’é : - .
Lo /A Mechanics .15 .23 04 -.06 .26 -.03. .16
-~ 37 B. E:tpression .11 .11 .21 <14 .12 .18 .10
P ASpeiiiug , -.04 .02 .17 .05 -.03 .12 -.10
v / D. Tdtal‘ .13 .21 .18 .11 .22 .19 .07
R X IV. Tot:al Ba‘ttery X4 .17 ~.02 .12 18 .21 .12
N - . . )
l‘)“f 2 v N *
o "‘::.';:‘-. . - '.t.‘“ 3
.t. \

:\

e e plg OSM-wbere R(X,Y).5 .23 (df = 70) and .26 (df = 55)

\_\‘s

¥ p.c.0L whe/re R(X,Y‘)> 27 (df = 70) and .34 (df = 55)

ey

t e
4

ILC = Iudiv:[dualized Learniug Center ‘
% WOWS - World pf Work Seminars

CE .~

Career :Exploration "_.;

WIL - Workshopsz In LiVing *

3
I ..
-

i
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Table 6 )
.’:: ' Correlations Between Achievement Gains
. ‘i .
N ;'o: and Third Quarter Attendance
R ‘
: :o’ .
“—Lglises ILC ILC CE CE CE
Gain' Scored ot + English  Math WOWS 1 2 3 WIL
Readlngt
S
A. Vocabdlarg : .17 18 .17 .20 .08 .13 .02
B. Comprehension .13 11 .09 -.03 .01 .01 -.08
C. Total ' .21 .20 .15 .13 .06 .09 -.07
II. Arithmetic . ¢
¥ -
= AL Computation .04 .06 .09 .10 .08 .12 -.18
B. Concepts .03 .04 .05 .20 .02 .18 -.14
« C. Applications =.19 . -.19 -.09 .12 .04 =.03 .15
D. Total -.03 -.01 . -.09 .20 .04 .18 -.16
;.III'. Language )
. ~ ] .
A{ Mechanics ' J27% .28% - 06 .06 .05 ,-.03 -.03
B! Expression - .05 .03 .03 .06 .06 .07 ™ (g
Co Spelling -003 ° -n06 -002 007 018 005 020 '
D. Total .20, .19 .02 .08 13 .03 .03
[TV, Total Battery .25 oq .14 -.05
] /‘l % -
* p.<..05 where RGX, Y) > . 23‘(df 70) and .26 (df = 55)
R
%% p < .01 where R(X \&'p 27 g:‘f = 70) and .34 (df = 55) %
ILC - Individualizéd Leaining CeRtEn ’
WOWS - World of Work Semimars. . 2 5
CE - Career Exploration , . .
WIL - Wo“cshop_s In Living ~
o v’
a . as

-
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The two remaining standardized 4¥nstruments were selected to measure '
N ‘ “ '

economic conceptual knowledgé} the focus %f the World of Work Seminars, and

Y non-cognitive dimensions, the focus of the Life Skills Explorationms.

i

“ i '
These instruments were the Test of Economic Understanding add the Personal

Orientation Inventory.

The Test of Economic Understanding was designed to fill a measurement

gap "in assessing student understanding of the basic economic concepts es-
sential for good citizenship." Alternate forms of the test were adminis-

tered to Academy students in beginning and end of the year sessions of the
\

w5
World of Work SQPinars. \Summary data are presented in Table 7. Studgnts'
exhibited sméil but consistent gains which were statistically significant

(p.£.05). The actual size of the gains would seem to make any practical

-

significance unlikely. The test instrument itself was found to havg several

limitations.’ The reading level required to understand the questions, re-
»
gardless of knowledge of the concepts involved, seemed to be too high to

allow general applicability of the instrument to urban high school populations.
Cgrrect answers were constructed based upon particular theoretical orien-

tations which are neither universil nor-constant; the item validity is thu&\

L]

’E§endent upon "point of view" to a greater extent than would be desireable.

AT ?

The normative data provided also raise some questions regarding applicability.

&
Although no time period was indicated for the collection of normative in-

formation, since the test was published in 1964, it is likely that the norms

are 10 or more years old. The norming sample was also biased against urban

students. Only 25% of the schools included were locéted in cities, and the
definition used for city wai a population center of 15,000 or more persdns.

From this inform#tion it cannot be known whether aﬁy large cities were-in---
. ° L

a6
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" Table 7 -
7/ . N r
v " Test of Economic Understanding
- ! g
Pretest - Posttest Change
Raw Score Mean . -  16.25 17.82 +1.57. % .
Standard Score Mean ' 11.31 12.35 +1.04 * .
Percentile Score Mean \ - 15.99 ° 18.72 +2.73 =

\\\ * % s o “ . l‘

\ . . H .
* p.K.05 where T > 1.68 - The statistical test employed was a T test for
correlated sample scores assuming equal but unknown variances.; Confidence

, levels for one-tail distributions were used. e

s""

3
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3 v cluded in normalization.

of limited\nsefulness.

)

These considerations'render tHe’ obtained results
2

\
3
\

\

The Per?pnal on Inventory is an affective instrument\based

upon Nhslow s theory of the self-actualizing person. this theory\the self~

actualizing individual is seen as "developing and utilizing all of his hnique
: \
free of the inhibitions dpd emotional tur-
N
The test is composed of- 14 sibscales as \

capabilities, or potentialities,
moil of those less self-actualized."

1] = ‘RJ
displayed in Figure 1. Academy students were given the Personal Orientation

Inventory during beginning and end of the year Workshops in Living/Group

A

Counseling Sessions. ' The reSults are presented in Table 8. From these data

*it is apparent that students generallXLbecame more-"self-actualined" over the

course of the year with 8 of 14 gain secores statistically significant

N

beyond the .90 Confidence Lew. Figure 2 Present® the Academy student score

profiles compared with scores derived from a high school norming group (sample

chdracteristics unspecified) Academy students scorés compare favorably

with these normative data. It seems reagonable to co&clude that Academy

students progressed along the affective dimensions measured by the Personal

.

Orientation Inventory during the course of the year, and that the resultant

- wb ’r

general profile demonstrated no sigd!ficant problem areas,

[ 4

*

AR
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2 ", Figure 1

Personal Orientation Inventory Scales
A\ .

sy

Number Seale . Number Scale {
of Items Number  Symbol Description ¥ of tcms Number I;sc\ryQon

SELF ACCEPTANCE

-

23

1/2

v

II. Sub-Scales

26

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

5+

4

Y Te

A

TIME RATIO

Tifme Incompetence/
Time Competence -
measures degree towhich
one is "present" oriented

SUPPORT RATIO

Other/Inner - measures
whether reactivity ori-
entation is basically to-
ward others or self

-

SELF-ACTUALIZING

VALUE

Mﬁ:‘\surcs affirmation

of a primary value of .
self-actualizing people

’ t

EXISTENTIALITY
Measures ability to
situationally or existen-
tially react without rigid_
adherence to principles

FEELING REACTIVITY
Measures sensitivity of
responsiveness to one's

. own needs and feelings

SPONTANEITY®
Measures freedom to
react spontaneously or
to be onesclf |

SELF REGARD

~Mcasurcs affirmation of

self becausce of worth or
strength '

=« I. Ratio Scox‘Rs 26 10

Measures affirmation or
acceptance of self 1n
spitc of weaknesses or
def’iciencics , Q

NATURE OF MAN

Measures degree of the
constructive vicw of the
nature of man, mascu-
linity, femininity

-

SYNERGY
—

Measures ability to be
synergistic, to trans-
cend dichotomies

S

ACCEPTANCE OF
AGGRESSION

Measures ability to ac-
cept one's natural ag-
gressiveness as opposed
todefensiveness, denial,
and repression of

aggression, —\

CAPACITY FOR IN-
TIMATE CONTACT
Measures ability to de-
velop contactful intimate
relationships with other
humiin beings, unen-
cumbered by cxpecta-‘
tions and ohligations
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. ) - ‘ Table 8 . <
. ’ ) & . ‘ :
) - “Personal Orientation Inventory '
v . s ' . S
N . o SR . ~
. . ~ t . .
> AjYaria%le . Pretest : | Posttest | Change . | ‘Confidence Level
1.. Time Ratio - ‘ 21.43 22.82 L +1.39 .64
2. Support Ratio, 16.92 19.73 +2.81 .97
? 3. Time Competence- . . . 14.28 14.82 . +0.54 .82
o 4.  Inner Direction ‘ 75.85 79.91 +4.06 . .97
5. Self-Actualizing 1. 16.97 18.07' | +1.10 ¥ .98
6. -Existentiality . 17.95 19.84 7% +1.89 .98
7. Feeling Reactivity L 14.34 15.27} +0.93 .91
8. Spontaneity ' 10.90 11.42 +0.52 .85
('9. _Self-Regard - o 11.48 11.47 | -0.01 .51
10. Self-Acceptance 14.31 15.02 +0.71 . . .87
11. : Nature of Man 9.64 9.49 -0.15 63
v | 12. Synergy ' . 554 6.11 +0.57 .98
13. Acceptance of Aggression 14.48 15.40 +0.92 .92
14, ."Capacity of Contact+ 16.23 17.51 ° +1.28 .95
a 4 TRV ";,’. - ]
) 5 N .% . r -
¥ : \/
he statistical test employed was a T test for correlated s ple scores v .
. assuming equal but unknown iances., Confidence level ers to the
statistical probability reliability of findings. A finding with no
<. - possibility of occurrence by chance alone would have a confidence level
. ¢ - of 1.00. The confidence levels were computed for preditted differences i

in one direction.
on -

)
¢
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B ) - Figure 2 .
f ¢ . M *
Pergonal Orientation Inventory Profile .
. - k3
5 . " ¢ . , -~
¢ N . YALUING . +FEELING SELF PERCEPTION SYNERGISTIC ' AWARENESS |INTERPERSONAL SENSITIVITY
‘\ TIME INNER- SELF. EXISTENT! | FEELING SPONIA- SELF REGARD | SELF- NATURE OF | SYNERGY ACCEPIANCE CAPACHY
. COMPEJENT | DIRECTEQ ACTUALIZING | ALITY REACTIVITY | NEITY Freely | Has high ACCEPTANCE | MAN, CON | Sees oppa | OF
Livesn the lndependem VALUE Flexible in | Sensitive to | expresses self worth Accepting of | STRUCTIVE | sites of ife AGGRESSION 'INIIMA"
present self Holds values | apphcation | own needs | feehings self 1n Sees man as | as meaning | Accepts {CONTACY
supportive of selt. of values and feehings | behaviorally spite of essentially | fully related | feelings of ‘Has warm
‘. actualining , o {weaknesses | pood anger or linterpersenal
| people . ~ aggression Irelauonshtps
- Te + 1 ! SAv Ex Fr 3 Sr Sa Nc¢ Sy A . L ¢
~— . ! .
~ . \ @
-~ i
d 80 \%,.‘ T - — 80
i s | > '
. i - AQULT NORMS -
! - '
—120 |
1 ! . - - . ~ .
-115 N ¢ - * )
70 - — — — — 70
— ‘L — — - !
3 ‘ ~110 s -3 _ _ T .- -
, | - . - - - -3
/ ) —~105 ) =

. -3 .
. TIME OTHER Jejects Rigid Insensitfre [Fearfubof | Has ow Uriable‘ to Sees man as | Sees Denves Ras aifh -
Raw INCOMPE. DIRECTED  |'Values ot apphcation | to own expressing | self worth | acdept selt essentially | opposites of | feeiings of | culty with
TENT ¢ | Dependent, | self actualiz- | of valyes b-needs a feelings - with evil hife as anger or warm inter
Lives i t e seeks sup- | ing people . !eehtngs behaviorally weaknésses ¢ ) antagonistic | aggression personal
Scores ’ fuat:u'r:r' “ S!Ornre'f:"wens , [ B ) ’ « relations
-1 - * <3
Pretest 14.3 75.9 | 17.0 | 18.0 | 14.3 | 10.9 | 11.5 14.3 9.6 5.5 \\ 14.5 | 16.2 |
Norm 14.8 74.8 | 18.2 | 16.7 | 13.4 | 10.2 10.9 | 14.1 11.5 '] 6.0 15.0 ! 14.9
Posttest 14.8 79.9 | 18.1 1 19.8 [15.3 | 11.4 11.5 1 15.0 9.5 6.1 15.4 | 17.5 51
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The discussion now turns to program objectives indigenous to specific

' -

prdject Zomponents. These were presented in the Evaluation Model as repre-
A 6

senting *basic entities, whose absedce or functional failure would adversely

affect the Acaden$ progrém. Data relating to these objectives are drawn

- A

/

largely from project—specific form,tive instruments and reports.' * L

1.0 Employer Systems Component )
v To.,

1.1 Objective - Employers will extend cooperation sufficient for the nrovi—
~N

-

sion of career exploration and spefialization.
"Results - A total of 46 employers were recruited for participation
19 the program. They are listed by name (excluding the Chamber of

Commerce and the Veterans Administration) above ‘in the "Design" section

3

and described above in the " Subjects" section. With 10 to 12 employers
offering exploration learning activities at any one time, this provided
employer—based\resources for students on asis of 1 employer for

" . every 10 or QOwarudents., The variety of employers involved also permitted

the maintenance of the cluster structure. .Specializations were also . .

'

developed, with a total of 10 in operation third quarter; for a listing

see the "Design" section. The employer resources available were thus °

@

'sufficient for the conduct of this componenti

>
o

. b3
1.2 Objective .- Employers will develop in the quality and quantity of their

~ . -
commitment . -
1 4

L]

Results - Although this is a difficurt dimension to measure and there-
was considergble variation among employers, several generalizations may -
be stated. From the beginning_to'the end of the year the: number of

employers who eXpressed {atisfaetion with their involvement in.the

_,
»

>
7




¥ . . \
. } . ,
program increased from approximately 40% to 70%. More than half of

the employers also actively engaged in program revisions aimed at

‘ imprdvement. .Only 1 employer dropped'out .during the course of the

year; an additional 13 (282) declined to participate in the succeeding {“x

.

year., Of the 14 total 6 were not sought for continuation because . \
their input was not considered’%dequate, 3 had ‘Internal reorganization

»

problems, 2 felt ‘that'they had completed ;heir commitment, 2 felt

that ‘the studentsulacked interest and motivation, and 2 needed ad-

1

»

ditional resources to continue. Thus, more than two-thirds of the
P employers involvEdndemonstrated a continuing interest and commitment

regarding the Academy program. . Lo
I3 . )

1

- 1.3 Objective_.- Students will learn through their invol;ement in the
. ’_‘ . ° e

\ - R
.

program._

2. . - ..
Results - Sifze it is not possible to attribute learning differentially

t

to program areas, the gains discussed under standardi ed instruments

- ‘Y

apply to all program areas including Employer Systems. Sfudent ques—~ 4
tionnaires and - inéerviews also indicated that approximately 80% of

the students were learning about new,careers, These students were

-

able to name specific Jjobs. they learned about, most -were able to ‘

,i identify the education and training ‘needed; and about half also stated

the galaries associated with positions. One-third of the students

-

*. ptoAeéncountered a career that was .ef particular interest to them. »

s

1.4 Objective =- A World of Work Seminar can be developed and.conducted
with the objective of p?pviding'an overall view of exploration.}infor-

.+ mation, skills, concerns -and issyes related to Qaieer pursuits,’as well .

L4 -
b s -
" 'xt . . ' 5
’ ¢ 1
. - -
- . x . . - L]
» } . s qq
s : . e T
¢ 1 , - : :
. - , .
°
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\ as a forum for studen¢ discussion of these matters: s o .
. -~ < \ .“
Results - These SeminarSaﬁere developed and conducted by the Chamber .. o o .
H ° . o s
, o) of Commercf as a required course spanning the first three quarters Lt
AT * v . ) oy A:
) // . Much effott was devoted to constructing and revising this activity, E . 3
B . D "“ o
" : but it was\marked by a poor reéeption on the part of students The \ A A
g . v ’ AN
J. Seminars consistently had one of the lowest attendance rates for | .
<« -
/ [ L ot
Academy offerings. Only about half of the,students saw*them as kearn—, 55
. . s : ' L
: . W .
- ' " N ¢ X
ing experignces, and ,only one-fourth expressed'a desite to attend them. . .. . .
\ When asked during the third quarter whether or mot the Seminars Kad ',
y ¢ . »t % .
L t improved Qver the course- of the year, only 25% a gre gﬁ Given these ;- A_/ >
: N
po relatively negatiye a@titudes,oit is unlikely that ehe intentionsr ) .
. v e ')‘.
S r the World of . Work Seminars 5ére accomplished C.- . ) T
: - | g N T
: > . e e - T T,
=~ ° - 2.0 Instructional’Systems Compopent J . ‘ TR
Q , RS o ) . »
2 1 Objective - Instructional programs can be developed and administered L e s
i hd 9 ‘. ~a
to meet the students academic needs as defined by State requiremenég e,
. )? R - . » .- * K
L) L , Academy,requirements and student interests. B o -t ‘ E
N % “ * ) ) ' . A l‘
/Results - The array of instructional activities offgred during the =« .. 3¢
. v * LY
A& . —_ .
4 ‘ firsg year wasgpresented above "in ‘the "Design" section. As can be A R
- N v v/ . . . .. N
i " seen, these activities were numerous and diverse in eadh area. The v R é
¢ . ? . -
3 . only required area where problems wire encountered was Physical Edn- PR
. & o . - ¥ “, "y '- . '.‘ ;
, ‘cation. Despite the more than adequate variety of activities to/£2lect. LI
- . - . . . - . ‘.
from, almost hidf of the ‘students fai@ed.to meet the 2 hours“per week » " g‘\;\~
* . : ‘. ‘ .r &, ’
-~ ’ v KP) Q‘
, - attendance rquirement.1 n all’ areas related to academic crediu g ) D
: ' ’ Co LN
o evident needs were met by . the ‘activities available. ‘On the tudent . b
2'-; . - ¢ A . : /
Questionnaiye posttest %9/ of QEE studentS’indicated that their learning o 7
‘ "E . M ~ Y : - R . "\q
* I 3 0 ' - o ) o
v P . S LT e ° P
o g ‘ Coad P Ra

M [ .
ERIC | L - o Y @ ‘ IRRURN
s % “ : &, Y
.’ . e . & * " N
.




2.2

2.3

‘perience.

‘\. :
activities had been interesting; 95%.considered them relevantu &nd 86

thought that they had learned a lot as a result ofﬂtheir_écadbpy eg*

Objective - Psychomotor programs can be developed and conduct

meet students' physical needs. ' :

Results - As mentioned above a superior Physical Education program was

- -

developed, but student participation could not be effected for a lavge

An assessment of psychomotor
¢

needs was planned, and most of'the pretesting was completed by the

segment qf the Academy student body.

Physical Education staff for Placement purposes, but the absence of

posttesting precluded ‘any assessment of progress.

- e f
5

Objective =-'A Life Skills Program can be devised and conducted to

promote the development of skills in interpersonal relationships, c

r g

critical personal values and other dimensions to be specified by staff

» , k2
and students. . .

L ]

. . i . . o -
Results - The Life Skills Program was implemented in the form of

e

Workshops in'Living and Life Skills Specializations.

?
The Workshops

'in Living were required small group sessions for all students and re-

presented the exploration phase of this area. The Life Skills Special-

izations were elective offerings uSually conducted on an individual( -
basis with the student contracting for certain acti&ities with the *&;

participating service agency. The Life Skills Program was init1ally

e

a part of Instructional Systems, but during the year it was transferred

ks
> - ~

. 2 -
to Counseling Systems.- This was prompted by the inéreasing emphas1s on

i

counseling as-an instructional activity and the replacement of the Ty

Workshops in Living by Group Counseling Sessions. In the process‘ ;
; , :

o

'S

b
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thfsféxplorﬂtion activity focused less on personn}ity development and

" more on conveying information and promoting skills related to. both .

N -
S

career development and Academy operationsl Théiﬂérkshops in Living

were consistently rated very hlghly by students while the Group <

Counseling Sessions were regarded as mediocre.. The Group Counsering

activities were accordxa receptlon by stiidents that was consistently}
inf@or to Workshops in Living: fewer indicated that "I like par- N
ticipating" (73% vs.100%); fewer thought that “They (Group Counseling ®

:Sessions) help me to think ibout myself" «50% vs. 96%); fewer thought

IS

‘that "They help me to understand other people (40/ Vs, 85/), fewer

the change in organization a change in student attitude occurred.

.

activity-specific measurement +0f knowledge was included.

Student Personnel Systems Component

bjective - A tudent records system can be deveioped.and maintained
> \\

with the ¢ pab 1ity of resp0nding to staff and evaluation needs.

Results ~ Theé\ records system w

-
¢

for staff nor evaluation‘use.

?{d' ?‘{%\

The consequence was that records and documentation\éécurréd\f 3

vy RN
haphazard way, with components and individuals empiéying eséﬁgnic

1
procedures. In some cases records within areas were aufficient for

operations in that area; across areas there was no coordination. Two

project functions experienced especially negative effects as a result

Documentation in concrete and accurate terms became difficult

~of this:
\( . ) R
, - /56
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f 3. 2 *Ob]ective - Studgnt Counselors (Developmental Adv1sors) will b

l

0

PR R L

p.,

€

N I needed";

N

f
]

' "They helped me solve problems

54.

.
«
i N - .
» - .’
o
. .
.

Ty
!

verificatioo had to be completed before any evaluation
-“.'q' : . .

/
ve 9y

",'5 . e
L} i
tHe students
" [ P- .
%ésultsi- A great deal of resource was/devoted to this objective,
4
¥ 4

tWiCh l counselor for everylig or so sthdents, and the activity was

g

successful Throughout the year the/cq\nseling program was rated by
students as ene of the best aspects/of the Acadehy In response to

specific questions, approximately ,24 of the. students indicafed that -

35% said that‘"I Had as much time as

75% thought “"They - hel ed me make career or educational

s

decisions H and: 90% indicated "I get along well‘th my Developmental
» . .(’ . .‘.(

+

‘o

Wy

Advisor".

”~ «
.4 .

place students 4n careers,' o5t secondary education or another secondary‘

» -

school upon their separati_n from the Academy. : . F\‘“ .

& -~ . -
J‘

Results - Although no students graduated from the Academy, since all

\

were juniors, 30 student? were e ther dismissed or decided to leave. -
. bbb,

A follow-uplliaison with/the public schools was established for each

>

student who planned to feturn to anothe( secondary schod%/ It was, .

however, oﬁten difficuft to trace exact y what happened to students

d ' 4+

\due to ﬁh?ir elusivenéss and the state of affairs of public school

3reco 4 ‘In any caseJno significant reentry problems were detected or

m o

‘0

" . ..- .

suSpecte . i ;/ . | Q: v




¢ 4.0 Management Systems Component

*9
. 4.1 Objective - The Academy facilities and resources will be ‘adequate for
staff and student purposesl A : -°

Results - Although Academy resources were indicated as.adequate without

notable exception, the Academy facilities were the object of continual
complaint., Thé facilities were rated the poorest aspect of the Academy

/
by both students and Staff. Although some of the objections were -

| . spurious, many were legitimate, underlining the difficulty of obtaining

qualified private facilities for educational uses. -

o

.
.

4.2 Objective - The Afademy administrative systems will adequately serve

staff and student needs.

>
°

Results ~ This referred to such functions as grading, credits, attendance

¢
S

and scheduling. Each of these-administrative activities was more time-

¢

- ‘ consuming and difficult than was anticipated. In some cases the lagk

L ~ .

of a coordinated records and documentation system added further com-~
K

plications._ Sometimes the systems employed were particularly prob-

4

l atic for evaluation staff Exampfes of this.were the assignment of
.7 LN
e different configurations of credit hours for the same course, lack of

’ ) explicit rationales and delays in*&hformationfpreparation In general

the systems functioned adequately for students,;few complaints or con-

-

3 . flicts having been observed.
‘ ' . v ; f e )
4.3 Objective - Students will develdp in positive'attitude toward learning,
. ; e

? positive self congcept and positive attitude toward Academy experiences é
’ Results - As ind%iated above under standardized tests, the self concept
kI -
. pretest measure indigated no need for impfdvement since ‘the Academy
¢ Co - 3 " '
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student scores were similar to normative figures. Results from the o
tudent Quesq&bnnaire directly reflected student attitudes. Although

only 31% .of the students thought the Academy was "as good as (they)
1

’ had hoped it Would be', 83% saw it as better than their previous school.

- A total of 8¥% liked.attending the Academy; 98% indicated that their
learning activities were interesting; 86% thought that they had learned
AN .
a lot in the Academy’ program. Attitudes toward specific learring
s os s e s b e sos — s
activities varied widely from activity to activity. Tnhose noteworthy

due tq exceptionally high or low student regard have been discussec

. under the appropriate component &reas.

Each of the objectives discussed above has been covered only in a
suzmary mﬁnner. The extent of formative data gathered permitted several

approaches to most of the issues raised. The approach presented was selected

on the basis of perceived representativeness ofﬁﬁﬂe data, illustrative
s .

" value and -comprehensibility. s

S
The last section of "Data Analysis" deals with issues which were not

explicit in the Evaluation Model, but which became a special interest during

.

the &ear. The first of these is student attrition:

—Betweeﬁ the opening of the Academy and.;ugust 6, 1973, thirty (30)
students had left the-Career ?ducation Program either by dismissal g}
volu;tary withdr%wal.' This cbqstituted a 28% rate of attrition covering

the school year and approximately half of the summer. Of these thirty (37)
students, thirteen (13) voluntarily withdrew with the following intentions:

. ’,
1. 8 students planned to return to their old school or another

L]
secondary school )
N .

?



as follows:

57

*

2. 3 students intended to quit school altogether -

3. 1 student was getting married ’
4. 1 student moved out of the area and presumably would

resume schooling in a new location

Séventeen (17) students were dismissed from the Academy; their plans were

¢
N
1. 3 students inténded to return to another sef dary school
2, 14 students' intentions were not known at the time of

last interview

0y

These students were dismissed for the following reasons:

.

1. 11 due to exceptionally poor attendance and low motivation
regarding the Academy program

2. 4 due to behavior preblems ‘and associated poor attendance

5?
3. 2- -dug, to insufficient credits and refusal to attend the

»

fourth quarter .

__ggit interview forms were available for only ten (10) of the students

.

who had left the Academy. Although these accounted for only 30% of the

total, counselors felt they were representative, and a summary review

seemed warranted. Of these ten (10) departing students, only three (3)
Ieft the Academy in favor of another school Of these only one (1) was
expressly dissatisfied with the ﬁcaden;. while the others felt that they

could be;ter fulfill their needs at the{i oM schools. The remaining
Y

Seven (7; students leftgthe Academy for'reasons not directly related to

its program, i.e. they probably would have dropped out of any school, and

Perhaps the Academy postponedwggat action for one year.
, . g \ "

>
»-

- * ) ' \

-
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N

Students left the Academy as followsidurimg the quarEE{ sequence:

1. First'Quarter ! - 4 students . ‘
2. Second Quarter - 10 students
* 3.  Third Quarter - 4 students T
4. Fourth Quarter - ;lg students : ‘

30
The characteristics of the students who were separated frcm the

Academy and those who remained enrolled were compared.” Tables 9 and 10

present these data.

~ -

groups with regard to sex and type of school previously attended. With'

€

reference to ethnic group membership, the separated group was 50% Black; ==~

while the remaining greup was 66% Black. This caused a shift from 6l% ,

to 66% Black for the Academy student body. ,

e -3 .
Examining the separated group's past school performance, it is

evident that they did not do as well as the remaining group in their

sending schools.

v
4 0

The separated group had an average attendance rate of
84% and an average GPA of 68, compared with figures of 89% and 75 for the

remaining group ’ R ) . .

In terms of measured intelligence'and basic skills achievement
(Academy administered), the separated students had somewhat lower scores

than the‘remaining students. The average IQ score for the separated

4

group was 92.2, while the same statistic for the remaining group was 98.0.

Likewise, the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills scores éor the separated

~

group were uniformly lower than those of the remaining group. Specific

~
~.

mean scores for the CTBS pretest in grade‘eQuivalents are presented below:

[

g

There was no observed difference between the two ~ " ...
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Table 9  ° '

Students Separating From The Academy

* i

™

[

# of Students

]
3

s
)}

O 00~ &N

, Student #

3
1006
1028

1003

1049
1041
1018
1011
1105
1083
1106
1045
1099
1030
1103
1031
1038
1107
1019

1005

1013
1075
1032
1048
1073
1074
1085
1089

1090

1086
1012

A

o

¢

* Date Withdrawn

11/22/72
12/1772
12/5/72
1/1/73
1/16/73
1/19/73
2/2173

©2/12/73

2/15/73
2/21/73
3/19/73

.3/29/73 .

3/29/73
3/29/73
4/13/73
4/13/73
4/13/73 .
4/13/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/9/73
7/20/73
7/25/73

Ty *




. S \ Table 10
. Compared Characteristics of 'Séparated and
. Remaining Academy Student Groups N
L
. R . L)
: Separated Group Remaining Group o
| ' ' » ‘
S Variable # % M %
I. Quarter g
RS -
A.l 4*. 4 ) 104 96
« B.2 14 13 : S 9% 87
Cc.3 18 -17 90 83
D.4 30 - 28 78 72
II. ! Sex b - ’ ,
ya ,
A. Male 15 .50 39 50
B. Female =15 50 39 50 _\ -
. —_— -~1E—- . - - .
s 36 1p0 78 100 ;
. . R, I . . ;.- .
II1.* Ethnic-Grouwp ~ . e ’ .
- .. A. Black = .15 .50 51 66
. . B. White : 24 47 27+ 34
+  C.'Other ®r -3 Q0 0 . :
' . 30 100 78 100
4 =N > “ -
IV. Sending School .
" A. Publié 22 73 ; 567 72 ,
B. .Parochial L 5 17 ct, 18023
C. Private -1 3 w1 1 s
D. Not Available\ 2 A 3 X
. " 30 L <00 . 78. 100 -7
V. Academy Q1 Grages o . . _ ;
A. High . - -2 7 ) - -
’ B. Mid 13 43 Co- -
C. Low. ‘ 11 37 - s - -
D. Dropped 4 5 13 P - - o .~
. 4o . . L ‘ -3
o , 30 100 : } '




y %
o et
St . Separated Group Remaining Group °
£ ' Variable Y. % \ # %
Lo ) . VI. Academy 92 Grades . i
) . e ) '
2" A, High v 2 7 2 .- v
\ B- Mid . 6 20 - Led - h \,
C. Low " 9 30 - ¢ - - .
. D. Dropped - Y13 43 - -
- o . ' - — .
e ‘ I Coe
7 : 30 100
/’ - . - . .
i VII. Academy Q3 Grades . )
A. High 1 7 3 - - - ‘
B. Mid 5 17 - . -
. C. Low 6 20 ) - ' -
s D. Dropped 18 60 ' -




Remaining Separated Mean
Students Students ‘Difference

Reading 9.1 ) 8.7

Arithmetic ‘ ‘8.0 7.2
. ,

Language * . , 8.4 7.3

2

Total Battery l 8.2 7.5 0 -

examination of the grades achieved at the Academy revealed that

o
¢ s

‘the separated students performed less well than the remaining students.
This shouLﬂEe expgetéd .Since seventeen (17) of the thirty (30) were
dismissed. When obtained grades were divided ‘into High (A or B), Mid (C),

and, Low. (D or F) groups, it became«apparent that few separated students

P

had high grades: during any quarter. Remaining studerts*attained overall

!

n’
average grades in‘the Ct+ range across quarters while separated students

earned overall average grades in the D range duriné the/same period.=~

A review of attendance.rates at the Academy indicated that separated

students were also lower than remaining'students in-this‘cateéory. The
separated group evidenced average'attendance rates of 81Z%, 82%, .and 81/ for

the first, second and third quarters respectively.” Similar figures for-,
.the remaining group Were 86%, 88/‘and 85% o %QE'
In summary the students who sEparated‘from the%Academy during the !
first project year (n=30) exhibited some similarities and some differences
P .

when compared with the students who remained in the Academy program (n=78).
The two grOups were similar with regard to. sex group membership and types '

of sending school, but different in racial composition. Students who left
" the Academy were consistently lower'than student;>who remained enrolled on
all available perf;rmance measures ineluding,sending schoolkgttengance,and
grades,lIQ scores! basic gkills scores *and Academy attendancevand grades..
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°Another point of interest was the cost of 'erating the Academy

progra.D In that an effective }ost tracking system was not available

in FY 1973, sophisticated cost ana;yses could not be undertaken. - The
dat@ Rresented below are based on the project's f inancial statement as,_ @
of tne end of the contract year. This statement contained a description
of. all project expenditures and encumberances as of August 31, 1973.

The contract was for a 14.5 month period. Operational costs were deter-

o

mined for the :twelve month period beginning September 1, 1972 and ending

August 31, 1973. These costs were allocated over major operational

component areas as follows: . . *\\
1. Administration of Program Onerations $ 137,158
2. General Education °* ; 117,395
3. Explorative Education . g 99,90?
4, Specialiaed Education b 37,146
5. Guidance and Counseling ‘ 7§:527P
TOTAL 1§ 471,128

It was not possible to detall costs by task or the learning activity

classifications used elsewhere in this report. Broadly speaking, General

.

Education includes ﬂ%ose activitiés described under Instructional Systems;

\
ExplorativeaEducation includes Career Exploration and Life Skills
Exploratidn; Specialized Education includes Caredr Specialiiation and
Life Skills Specialization. ’ f//f

s
L]

Several staff perceiyed problems were indicated by results from the
v ) t )
Staff Evaluation Reports. Some of these-concerned studentS} e.g. lack

of motivation, lateness for class, .attendance problems. Bnt the most

3

serious problem was a polarization which seemed to occur between the




S
‘

24

R operational staff and the developmental staff (including management).

v . ' a
This was reflected in complaints centering on poor.staff relationships,
. : S .

+

unclear policy implementation, lack of authority of operational staff

and ;aék of administrative support.. (The syndtome was seen from the
4 . ' v ‘
< . operational staff point of view since they were the respOndents to the
' . ., . @ , R ”~
evaluation questionnaire.) it may have also been reflected in the 35Y%

rate of staff turnover during the year, although data on expected rates

'

for th1s type o¥ proJect are not available In any case, there were
\‘

v apparent staffgdissatisfactions. Many operational staff members felt

A

that critical decisions were being made by administrators and developers® , |
who didn t have extensive first-~hand-’ experience with the students,@and

. that they (operational staff) weren't being adequately supported in the

fulfillment of their responsibilities. On the other hand, althOugh formal
) ' B,
data were not'gathered it seemed that many developmental staff felt that

5

work on pressing operational problems hindered progress in their develop—

mental mission. This polarity of perbeptions seems to originate)in the

~

fact that the prplect had discrete operationalrand developmental gvals

-\ ‘f'j

X and staff with'ﬁo prevailinggrationale integrating the two. Tt was

fostered by a- physical separation of the operatﬁonal staff at the Academy ‘-

i

. . - o . 1
site and the déveégpmenta} staff at the Research for Better Schools offices.
< — .

«

Ca It was intensified by the'demanding time schedule for operationélization, R

which did not permit testing and refinement of systems before 1mplementation.
1 . 4
. * The pressyre for "getting things done often did not allow time for the b
- L .
internal communicationg and soliciting of staff members' 1nput,wn1ch .' K

-~ J ¢ " Y
« foster an atmosphere of unity and coordination of piirpose. Some of the ) NG

-\
' . ! /

T K7
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ingredients in thisﬁsituation re simply ficts of federally fdnded éﬁ Lo
. *041,‘ PR '

/ % . . -
experimental ptojectﬁlife“.these requ1re an -aecommodation of the 1nd#§iﬁuaﬂ__‘ SN

- A ! ¥ - g f

to the circumstgnces, but.the circumstances must be made.clear and held ) ; .
. . - Y - . B\“. . . . o
in awarencss. Other ingredients are innerhak.structuredbnd communications HEPRY:
\ ) 5 S S
" systens; these,must”be developed as much as possible to, dimin1sh she° . e
¢ o 33 :
problem by 1nforming staff and engLuraging their 1nput.- B N o
- { . ) A e -
As mentioned above, the utilization of evaluation results was not S .
Q’u ¢ . » Lo N "‘%T .7
systematically documented during the first prOJect year., _The evaluation° ’

- 4
x e . .

. results were/discussed in the weekly Project Cabinet Meeeings and actlon T,

Al 4 .
é ) v " + \Q-

was often initiated;as a consequence. Since<the evaluatloﬁ effort-c ;% <2

P . L e N

involved much basicidocumentation activ1ty, evaluation output.was’also L, - ,0-"-
X ., . » 09 ‘d
- used in project monitoring and description Initially all evaluation ! 'iﬂ

. o ' o
K L - M - *
N +

reports were disseminated to-all staffw .During'the year- in recognition . o
- . i :

- 4 . t .
‘J - v I3 "'0" ' e

] - =
» of the reports tech ical nature, abstracts were prepared ﬂorrgene al = . PO
. Q9 . ’
ﬁ?racts .

.
Y

v dissemination and reports were available by request. Since theu

h * ot\ 3 ¢t ' LN .
contained enough information for eral RDOWIPdSP PUYP0“05> but not T wee

. . o e b

enough for use in program develo \ i ,was thqught that the paﬁteﬁp%i

-
a

K of requests might indicate something about the actual utilization of

- . LEP - .

evaluation results b; staff. For the 16 reports d1sseminated in- thfg 0

‘., 3

manner an average ofﬂbetyeen 4 and 5 copie$ of each fh]l'repors were
o .

‘Tequested (excluding the copies which automatically went to the* PrOJect

o -, .

Director) The number requested ranged from l to 8.0 Regatding the 12
+ { .

Q .

reports which covered a specific comgonent area, 8 instances the ' ‘/% ETA

° - ’ ’ ? Voo S R

- person(s) responsible for that area requested rep rts.~.Each staff member -
Y . <% ‘e T e K
<. - requested an averagééof between 3 and‘ 4 reports, With the, fange - - . ﬁ%)‘ ; -
. . _" M £ .’ s .)n"“ * e "Qtv' ,‘.
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extending from 0 to 12.

vere used by staff in some nanner,

improvement. Both the tailoring of reports for staff util

but there is a lot, of room for

documentation of impact remain in need of -attention.
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Recommendations{l,.

Based on the first year experience it seems clear that employers in

the Philadelphia area are willing and able to successfully provide the
learning activities which have been termed Career Exploration and
Specialization.‘ All of the overt criteria for conducting these educational

-

+
experiences for Academy students (n=107) have been met. Students manifest

generally positive attitudes toward them, and seen to be learning in‘the

-

Process. The exact natute and extent of .the knowledge conveyed or
) . y

developmen® fostered can only be surmised at present, and remain tssues
for future investigation. It is also clear that the remaining elements

nécessary for a comprehensive educational pro;:gslcan be constructed

-

using resources drawn from-agencies and individuals in the community,

-

as well .as staff from.the Career Education Project and Research for

Better Schools. It appears that such a program can affect traditional

I

achievement areas as well as the public schools, while presenting

N v

leanging éxperiences which are not available in the publiclscﬁools. The

ansti to the very basic qﬁestion, "Can 1t be done?", is thus affirmative.
The maximum feasible involvementtof'employers has not yet been.

tested. The fitst year efperience has led to the conclusion that

employer responsibility for the total educational program‘might oe

possible experimentally, but would have limited practical applicability.

Hence future planning includes the public schools as a cooperating agency,

while the employer base is broaiened to include direct responsibility

d .

for all career instruction and guidance activities. The test of these

conditions, with onlyﬁBasic Skillsg instruction conducted by’project
\ : - f

staff, moves significantly‘closer to the prepaéation of a replicable model.
. ' .
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The dutcomes will!be a maﬁpr\determinhnt of future direction. . .. /J

Analysls of the first\year has also demonstrated’ that subgroups of .

- N

students, as def&ned by dem graphic and background characteristics -did L

3 .
N :'not benefit difﬁerentially from the proggam. " There is thus .no bas*’ for %h. ‘
< )l \'.- »
delimiting a target population on the gr&hnds of expected effect. 3 C .

Several specific problems or issues suggested by the evaluation effogt i

i

'whuing the first year have resulted in recommendations aimed at improv1ng |
t r L.

,particular aspects of the programﬁ' ’ Ty

™ «
.

M -

.
-
a

Student.progress in basic skills may have been refatively'adequate, -

i but it was éertainly‘not e;emplary Many .employers and other instructors e
! commented tgat they could have accomplished much more if students' “fﬁk v
.-reading andSmathematics levels had been closer to their expectations 'f e
' Activities aimed at enhancing these skills should be concentrated on. ﬁt‘ ‘
R and “the" relatively poorer performance ;n}mathema“Ics should be investigated *
| as an indication that more emphasis is needed in<this area. ? H

4 ¢

v The World of Work Seminar seemed to be unsuccessful regardless of o

the program alterations which were attempted Another means of presenting.

L

<

tEE’mathrials andsinteraction forum 1nvolved should be developed.
" % The. Physical Activities Program sounded good but fell -on many ‘deaf

- -~ { f
) {fears. It:was plannedhand executed well but A;udents simply didn't .
ﬁ show much interest. If this area is to remain .a priority, it will have
S RV | . .
to be extensively reworked to aséure meeting stated criteria.f If_its

‘(

Ii/“ o.
'{yx ' relativé}importance is seen as not }ustifying the investment' then the

perfornance criteria should be adju ted : 2 - s“ f '
,§ .*’ i M - 1 ' -

The‘experiences provided by th kWorkshops dn, Living seemed to be

.‘, ! Sl wr :
of va’ue to students whereas, the k;placément (Grdup'Counseling)Iwas '
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Q}ess enthnsiasticalli received. A way- of §illing this’ﬁag’for students

The cost. tracking system-should be closely tied in with the evaluation

<»
Y
/
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P
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should considered{ Z ‘ :

‘ *

An integrated and coordinated approach to records gnd’hocumentation

systems ‘needs to be:developed and implemented Directi n should come

0! Y
frow a sing1e source. Since the evaluation staff has to deal with the
' ' r" % ’ -
results, and since they have some expertise in the area, it is suggested

3
t . v,

Ve

that'this:b come an eValuation function.
A more sophist‘i’at‘.ed approach to cost accounting needs to be
. W
developed ‘and implement‘éd as a precurspr to cost-benefit studies. This
‘ LN . . ! -
system must% -be comprehensive and capable of assigning co3ts to functions.
: w, ;s
Ch .l.
process, where cost is an input var1ab1e, and the specifi_cations process,
€ " N

where cost is -ithportant er projections

The proﬂlem oF staf.f factlonaliza.tion is an important and S;uf»ﬁcult

- one. Although the reorganization intcr teams having both operational and

3 . é

devel pment‘al ~responsibi];itties may help, the separateness of the Chamber

of Commerce staff and the: Agademy functions in their domain may hinder

Y .

1.
communications and informa»tion dissemination. A comprehensive orientation

of new sta.ff, and perhaps o]jd statf as well, should be conducted. to . /Q
i ¢ -
assure an innderstanding o£ ;{.\rpose and direction. Mechanisms for the

’ kg

‘ interactiong,of Chamber staff and Research for Better, Schools staff should °

3 Bl
be: establﬂs ed P}‘arti(:ula‘ mportance should be accorded the team meetings,

L

!
where info I tion }from the‘ Pfoje'ct Cabinet may be discussed and staff

3% =
3‘-":.,-
L/

-
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[ J oA :
;lnaI't:,bpic concel § the monitoring of ey,)aluation results
HE) .y . % N

[He systemtpﬁgabstracting reports for general dissemination

., .’, . N
nued . Rep. '}.will be wri_gten to'address specific project 72
a',,':’ '.1."7, . . .
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areas, and they will be written to meet the developmental needs in the

area concerned. An effort will be made to deffne the problems evidenced

and suggest needed changes. ‘Technicakﬁdiscussions will be minimized in

.
St

the formative reporting and confined mainly to summative documents.

A follow-up record on each report will include actions taken as a

¢ .
consequence of the results presented and developers' suggestions for

’ 2

ﬁurthgr aﬁalysis or investigation.




